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APPEAL, 

FROM   THE   COURT   OF   CHANCERY,   ENGLAND.  June  83,  81^ 

July  9tb, 


^  >  Appellants. 


1830. 


Amicable  Society  for  a  perpetual 
Assurance  Office        -        -        ^j^jfi^*»€*i€%o.     li^ insurance 

Policy  avoided 
BoLLAND  AND   OTHERS,   ASSIGNEES   OFI  t>^ ^J^*        by  execution 

Fauntlerot-        -  -        .^Ji^s^pondents.  oi'i^br 

H.  F.  assures  his  life  in  January  i8i5»  and  pays  premiums 
regularly  till  1824.  In  June  1815,  H.  F.  commits  a  felony, 
of  which  he  is  convicted  in  October,  and  for  which  he  is. 
executed  in  November,  1824.  Bill  filed  in  j  825  by  the 
representatives  of  H.  F.,  claiming  under  him  and  in  his 
right,  for  payment  of  the  sum  alleged  to  be  due  on  the 
insurance,  and  decree  by  M.  R.  in  favour  of  the  representa- 
tives; but  the  judgment  reversed  by  the  Lords,  on  the 
ground  that  by  the  general  policy  of  the  law  the  insurance 
became  void,  as  to  those  claiming  under  and  in  right  of 
H.  F.,  in  consequence  of  the  death's  being  occasioned  by 
his  own  criminal  act 

In  Hilary  term  1825  the  RespondenU  filed  their  bill  gflgSSiy 
of  complaint  in  the  high  Court  of  Chancery  against  ^^^  >®^5- 

VOL.  It.  B 
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Jf^  James  Cathrow  Disney  and   Ann  Nelson  his  wife, 

Amicable  Sir   Everard  Home,   bart,   Joseph   Birch,   Jedediah 

Society  ^erie,  and  the  Appellants,    stating  (amongst   other 

BoLLAKD  thins^s)  that  in  and  for  many  years  previous  to  Sep- 

and  others.  5*      ^^^^tt  n         ii  /•t* 

tember  1819,  Henry  Fauntlerby,  late  of  Bemer-street, 

in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  esquire,  deceased,  carried 

on  the  trade  and  business  of  a  banker  in  Bemer-street 

aforesaid,  in  partnership  with  William  Marsh,  Josias 

Henry  Stracey  and  George  Edward  Graham,  under 

the  style  and  firm  of  Marsh,  Stracey,  Fauntleroy  and 

Graham. 

Policy  on  the       That  in  the  month  of  January  1815  the  said  Henry 

FBuntiei^T7    Fauntleroy  effected  an  insurance  upon  his  life  with  the 

Jamm^  1815  Appellants,  the  incorporated  Society  for  the  insurance 

of  lives,  called  "  The  Amicable  Society  for  a  Perpe- 
**  tual  Assurance  Office,*'  which  policy  bears  date  the 
11th  of  January  1815,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  the 
said  Henry  Fauntleroy  had  paid  to  the  sa^d  society 
the  sum  of  25/.,  by  way  of  premium  on  his  admissioni 
and  the  further  sum  of  128/.  15^.,  as  the  first  yearly 
payment  of  the  said  annual  sum  of  128/.  15^.,  which 
the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy  had  agreed  to  pay  yearly  to 
the  said  Society,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
bye-laws  of  the  said  Society,  it  was  witnessed,  that  in 
consideration  of  the  premises  the  said  Henry  Fauntle- 
roy was  thereby  admitted  a  member  of  the  said  Society 
on  Nos.  6,025,  6,026,  6,027,  6,028,  6,029,  6,030^ 
6,031,  6,032,  6,033,  6,034,  6,035,  6,036,  6,03?! 
6,038,  6,039,  6,040,  6,041,  60,42,  6,043,  6,044, 
6,045,  6,046,  6,047,  6,048,  6,049;  and  the  said 
Society  did  thereby  oblige  themselves  and  their  sue* 
cessors  to  pay  to  the  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns  of  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy,  such  a  propor- 
tion or  share  of  the  joint  stock  and  fund  of  the  said 
Society  as  should  become  due  upon  the  death  of  the 
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said  Henry  Faunderoy,  according  to  the  charters  and        igao. 
bye-laws  of  the  said  Society.  ^    ^    ' 

.    That  such  policy  of  assurance  was  duly  signed  by      Society 
the  directors,  apd  was  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  said     bollavo 
Society ;  and  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroyi  from  the  time    ^^  <>(^Mn. 
of  the  making  of  such  policy  of  assurance  until  the 
time  of  his  death,  regularly  paid  the  premiums  as  they 
became  due  upon  the  said  policy  of  assurance,  and  that 
such  policy  of  assurance  was,  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
a  valid  and  subsisting  policy  of  assurance ;  and  that 
there  was  then  due  and  payable  thereon  or  in  respect 
thereof,  according  to  the  chsuters  and  bye-laws  of  the 
said  Amicable  Society,  a  large  sum  of  money,  amount- 
ing to  6,000 1.  and  upwards. 

That  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy,  being  so  possessed  '^?^^T?li®* 
of  and  entitled  to  the  said  policy  of  assurance,  some  loUi  Sept. 
time  in  the  month  of  January  1820  executed  an  inden-  ^^'^* 
ture,  which  was  made  to  bear  date  the  lOth  day  of 
September  ISIQ*  and  which  was  made  and  executed 
by  and  between  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy,  of  the  one 
part,  and  Sir  Everard  Home,  bart.  and  Joseph  Birch, 
esq.  of  the  other  part,  whereby,  after  reciting  the  said 
policy  of  assurance,  and  that  the  said  Henry  Fauntle- 
roy had  agreed  with  the  said  Sir  Everard  Home  and 
Joseph  Birdt  to  assign  all  the  right,  title  and  interest 
of  him  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy,  of,  in  and  to  the 
said  policy,  and  of  the  money  secured  thereby  and  to 
become  due  thereon  upon  the  death  of  the  said  Henry 
Fauntleroy,  it  was  witnessed,  that  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  5  $.  to  the  said 
Henry  Fauntleroy  paid  by  each  of  them  the  said 
Sir. .  l^verard  Home  and  Joseph  Birch,  he,  the  said 
Henry  Fauntleroy,  bargained,  sold,  assigned,  trans- 
ferred and  set  over  all  that  the  said  policy  of  assurance, 
and  all  sum  and  sums  of  money  secured  thereby  or  to 
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1 83d.       become  due  thereon,  and  all  the  estate  and  interest  of 

Amicabli     him  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy,  his  executors,  adminis-^ 

SciciETT      trators  or  assigns,  to  have,  receive,  take,  keep,  possess 

BoLLAKD      and  enjoy  the  said  policy,  sum  and  sums  of  money  and 

™J    premises,  unto  the  said  Sir  Everard  Home  and  Joseph 

Birch,  their   executors,    administrators  and  assigns, 

thenceforth  as  to  and  for  their  own  proper  estate, 

goods,  chattels,  monies  and  effects. 

Dtciarotion  of      That  the  said  Sir  Everard  Home  and  Joseph  Birch, 

trust,  dated  _  .  .  1,1.!. 

19th  Sept.       at  or  about  the  same  time,  executed  a  declaration  of 
*^*^'  trust,  which  was  made  to  bear  date  the  IQth  of  Sep- 

tember  ISIO*  and  they  thereby  declared  that  the  before 
written  assignment  was  made  to  them  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  Ann  Nelson  Macnamara,  otherwise  Cathrow, 
commonly  called  Cathrow,  whose  maiden  name  was  Ann 
Nelson  Peele,  and  that  they  would  stand  possessed 
of  the  said  policy,  and  all  benefit  and  advantage  to 
arise  therefrom,  in  trust,  for  the  sole  and  separate  use 
and  benefit  of  the  said  Ann  Nelson  Macnamara,  other- 
wise  Cathrow,  for  her  own  sole  and  separate  use  and 
benefit,  notwithstanding  her  coverture  with  her  present 
or  any  future  husband,  and  free  from  his  and  their 
debts,  control  and  engagements ;  and  that  the  receipt 
and  receipts  of  the  said  Ann  Nelson  Macnamara, 
otherwise  Cathrow,  should  be  a  good  and  sufficient 
dischaige  for  any  money  arising  therefrom,  and  thaf 
the  said  policy,  and  all  benefit  and  advantage  to  aris^ 
therefrom,  should  be  at  the  absolute  disposal  of  the 
said  Ann  Nelson  Macnamara,  otherwise  Cathrow,  by 
deed,  will,  or  in  any  other  manner  she  sho^ild  think 
fit ;  and  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy  thereby  covenanted 
with  the  said  Sir  Everard  Home  and  Joseph  fiirch 
that  he  would  pay  the  said  annual  sum  of  128  L  15  s.^ 
iaccording  to  the  terms  of  the  said  policy. 

That  the  said  Henry  Fauntieroy,  at  or  about  the. 
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same  time,  signed  a  memorandum,  which  was  in- the       i83o. 
words  and  figures  following :  "  Memdum.  This  assign*    AiicABLB 
**  ment  was  given  to  Sir  Everard  Home  and  Joseph     Societt 
"  Birch,  in  trust,  to  pay  Ann  Nelson  Cathrow  the   .SoLiuifo 
"  proceeds  upon  my  decease.     Signed,  H*  Fauntleroy,   ""^  f^^^* 
**  Bemer-street,  September  10th,  1819." 

That  the  person  in  the  said  instrument  described  as 
Ann  Nelson  Macnamara,  otherwise  Cathrow,  com- 
monly called  Cathrow,  whose  maiden  name  was  Ann 
Nelson  Peele,  was,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
such  instrument,  the  wife  of  the  defendant  James 
Cathrow  Disney. 

That  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy  never  received,  or 
agreed  or  intended  to  receive,  any  valuable  conside- 
ration for  such  assignment  of  the  said  policy  of  assu- 
rance, but  such  assignment  was  purely  voluntary  on 
his  part,  and  it  was  intended  by  him,  either  that  the 
said  policy  of  assurance  so  assigned  should  be  held  in 
trust  for  himself  and  as  he  should  direct,  or  that  the 
same  should  be  held  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  Ann 
Nelson  Cathrow,  as  a  present  and  voluntary  assign- 
ment from  him  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy. 

That  on  the  l6th  of  September  1824  a  commission 
of  bankrupt,  under  the-  great  seal  of  Great  Britain, 
was   awarded  and  issued  against  the  said  William 
Marsh,^  Josias  Henry  Stracey  and  George  Edward 
Graham,    under   which  they  were  duly  found  and 
declared  to  be  bankrupts,  and  the  Respondents  were 
duly  chosen  assignees  of  their  estate  and  effects,  and 
the  usual  bargain,  sale  and  assignment  thereof,  were 
duly  made  to  them  accordingly ;  and  on  the  29th  of  Commission  of 
October  1824  a  commission  of  bankrupt,  under  the  agaiost^Henry 
great  •  seal  of  Great  Britain,  was  duly  awarded  and  J*"^*  j^f 
issued  against  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy,  under  which  Oct.  i8a4. 
he  was  duly  found  and  declared  to  be .  bankrupt,  and 
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1830.       all  the  estate  and  eflfects  of  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy 

'^^^    '      had  beeome  duly  vested  in  the  Respondents,  as  his 

assignees  under  such  commission. 

Henry  Fannt-       That  the  Said  Henry  Fauntleroy  departed  this  life  on 

3otif  Nov.       the  SOth  day  of  November  1824,  and  that  the  monies 

*S24.  secured  by  the  said  policy  of  assurance  thereby  became 

payable. 
^y«'  of  the      Therefore  the  Respondents  by  their  bill  (amongst 
bill  other  things)  prayed,  that  the  aforesaid  assignment  of 

the  said  policy  of  assurance  might  be  declared  to  have 
been  void,  or  might  be  set  aside,  and  that  the  Respon-< 
dents  might  be  declared  to  be  entitled  to  the  said 
policy  of  assurance  and  the  money  then  payable  there- 
on, and  that  it  might  be  ascertained  what  was  then  pay- 
able upon  the  said  policy  of  assurance,  and  that  the! 
Appellants  might  be  decreed  to  pay  what  was  so  due 
to  the  Respondents,  and  that  the  Said  James  CathroW 
Disney  and  Ann  Nelson  his  wife,  and  the  said  Sit 
Everard  Home  and  Joseph  Birch,  might  be  decreed,  if 
necessary,  to  assign  the  said  policy  to  the  Respondents, 
and  to  deliver  up  the  same  to  them,  and  to  do  all 
necessary  acts  to  enable  the  said  Respondents  to  receive 
what  was  then  due  thereon. 
Answer  of  the  That  ou  the  13th  of  May  1825  the  Appellants  put 
fiie^^thMay  in  their  answer  to  the  said  bill  of  the  Respondents,  and 
*®^5.  thereby  (amongst  other  things)  admitted  that  the  said 

Henry  Fauntleroy  effected  the  insurance  on  his  life  at 
the  time  and  in  the  manner  set  forth  in  the  Respondents^ 
bill,  and  the  payment  of  the  premiums  due  thereon  up 
to  and  until  the  11th  day  of  January  1824,  and  that  the 
said  policy  was  a  valid  and  subsisting  policy  up  to  the 
SOth  day  of  October  1824,  or  up  to  the  23d  day  of 
the  said  month  of  October,  being  the  first  day  of  the 
session  at  which  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy  was  tried 
and  convicted  as  thereinafter  mentioned. 


and  others. 
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That  in  case  the  said  policy  of  assurance  was  a  valid       i  sso. 
and  subsisting  policy  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the    J^micablb 
said  Henry  Fauntleroy,  there  was  then  due  thereont     Society 
according  to  the  charters  and  bye-laws  of  the  said     Bolland 
Amicable  Society,  a  large  sum  of  iponey ;  but  for  the 
reasons  therein  stated  they  could  not.  set  forth  what 
sum,  if  any,  was  or  would  be  due  upon  or  in  respect  of 
the  said  policy  of  assurance,  until  softer  the  5th  day 
of  July  then  next,  save  and  except  that  they  believed 
that  the  same  would  amount  to  6,000/.  or  thereabouts. 

That  the  Appellants  by  their  said  answer  also  ad* 
mitted  that  they  had  heard  and  believed  that  the  said 
Henry  Fauntleroy  executed  the  indenture  of  the  date  of 
the  10th  of  September  1819»  as  stated  in  the  Respon- 
dents bill,  and  that  the  same  was  to  the  purport  and 
effect  in  the  said  bill  stated;  and  that  the  said  Sir 
Everard  Home  and  Joseph  Birch  executed  the  decla- 
ration pf  trust  of  the  Idth  of  September  18 19)  at  the 
time  and  to  the  purport  or  effect  as  in  the  said  bill 
state|l  \  and  that  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy  at  or  about 
die  same  time  signed  a  memorandum  of  the  purport  or 
effect  in  the  said  bill  mentioned.  That  on  the  15th  of 
September  1824  a  commission  of  bankrupt  was  awarded 
and  i^ued  against  the  said  William  Marsh,  Josias 
Henry  Stracey  and  George  Edward  Graham,  under 
which  they  were  duly  found  and  declared  bankrupts; 
and  that  the  Respondents  were  duly  chosen  assignees 
of  their  estate  and  effects,  and  the  usual  bargain,  sale 
and  assignment  thereof  were  duly  made  to  them  accord- 
ingly. That  on  the  29th  of  October  1824  a  commis- 
sion of  bankrupt  was  awarded  and  issued  against  the 
said  Henry  Fauntleroy,  and  that  he  was  found  and  de- 
clared to  be  a  bankrupt,  and  that  all  the  estate  and 
^ects  of  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy  had  become  or 
were  intended  to  be  vested  in  the  Respondents  as  his 
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assignees  under  such  commission;  but  whether  the 
said  commission  against  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy 
was  or  was  not  duly  awarded  and  issued  against  him, 
or  whether  he  was  or  was  not  duly  found  and  declared 
to  be  a  bankrupt,  or  whether  or  not  all  the  estate  and 
effects  of  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy  had  or  had  not 
become  duly  vested  in  the  Respondents  as  his  assignees 
under  the  said  commission,  the  Appellants  said  they 
were  unable  to  set  forth  as  to  their  knowledge,  infor- 
mation or  belief,  and  left  the  Respondents  to  such  proofs 
thereof  as  they  could  produce.  The  Appellants  also 
by  their  said  answer  said  they  believed  that  the  said 
Henry  Fauntleroy  departed  this  life  at  or  about  the 
time  in  the  Respondents'  bill  mentioned ;  but  they 
said  they  were  advised,  for  the  reasons  thereinafter 
mentioned,  that  the  money  secured  by  the  said  policy 
of  assurance  did  not  thereby  become  payable,  and  that 
the  Respondents  were  not,  as  assignees  of  the  said 
Henry  Fauntleroy,  entitled  to  the  said  policy  of 
assurance,  and  to  the  money  then  or  which  might 
become  payable  thereon. 

The  Appellants  also  by  their  said  answer  said  that 
the  said  Society  was  first  incorporated  by  letters  patent 
under  the  great  seal  of  England,  bearing  date  at 
Westminster  the  25th  day  of  July  in  the  fifth  year  of 
the  reign  of  queen  Anne,  and  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1707,  whereby  the  Qileen  granted  that  William,  then 
Lord  Bishop  of  Oxford,  and  the  other  persons  therein 
named,  and  all  and  every  other  person  and  persons  who 
should  be  admitted  to  be  a  subscriber  and  subscribers 
according  to  the  directions  thereinafter  contained,  not 
exceeding  2,000  persons  in  the  whole,  should  be  and 
be  called  one  body  corporate  and  politic  in  deed  and 
in  name,  by  the  name  of  "  The  Amicable  Society  for 
'  '^  a  Perpetual-  Assurance  Office ;"  and  the  Queen  also 
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granted,  amongst  other  things,  that  all  and  every  o&er 
person  or  persons  who  thereafter  should  be  admitted 
members  of  the  said  Amicable  Society  according  to 
the  powers  and  authorities  thereby  granted;  should  be 
and  be  esteemed  members  of  the  same  corporation 
thereby  constituted ;  and  that  after  the  fifth  year,  to  be 
computed  from  the  25th  of  March  I707,  10,000/.  of 
lawful  English  money,  and  so  much  more  as  should 
be  agreed  on  by  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  said 
Amicable  Society  for  the  time  being,  assembled  in 
a  general  court,  should  be  annually  paid  and  equally 
divided  to  and  amongst  such  nominee  or  nominees  of 
a.,  m«nber  «>d  mernL.  of  .he  «id  Au^U  Society, 
their  respective  executors,  administrators  or  assigns, 
who  should  die  in  every  year  then  next  ensuing,  and 
that  the  remainder  of  the  monies  which  should  be  con- 
tributed and  paid  as  therein  mentioned,  together  with 
«uch  interest,  increase  or  improvements  as  should  arise, 
accrue  or  be  made  thereof  or  thereby,  or  should  arise 
or  be  received  for  annuities  to  be  granted  by  the  said 
Amicable  Society  to  their  own  members  only,  should 
be  reserved  and  improved  by  the  said  Amicable  Society 
for  a  perpetual  Assurance  Office,  for  the  sole  use  land 
benefit  of  all  and  every  the  members  of  the  same  corpo- 
ration, according  to  their  respective  interests  therein. 

That  by  other  letters  patent  under  the  great  seal  of  ^^'^JJI^^ 
Great  Britain,  bearing  date  at  Westminster  the  SOth  lants,  dated 
day  of  October,  in  the  forty-eighth  year  of  the  reign  la^,^'" 
•of  king  George  the  third,  and  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
ISO?^  after  partly  reciting  or  taking  notice  of  the  said 
first*mentioned  letters  patent  and  two  subsequent  char- 
ters granted  to  the  said  Society,  it  was,  amongst  other 
things,  granted  and  ordained,  that  if  any  other  person 
who  thereafter  should  be  admitted .  a  member  of  the 
said  Society,  or  should  be  a  contributor  theretOi  should 
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^^^SQ^      make  or  sign,  or  cause  or  willingly  or  wittingly  permit 
Amicable    to  be  made  a^d  8igned,  any  false  or  fraudulent  repre- 
ociETY     gentation  or  declaration^  in  order  to  become  a  member 
BoLLAND     thereof  or  contributor  thereto,  or  should  refuse  or 
neglect  to  pay  his  or  her  contribution  according  to  the 
bye-laws,  rules  and  orders  made  or  to  be  made  in  the 
general  courts  of  the  said  Society,  or  should  break  any 
of  the  conditions  which  in  his  or  her  policy  should  be 
specified,  every  such  person^  and  his  or  her  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns,  should  be  absolutely  excluded 
from  the  said  Society,  and  from  all  benefit  under  such 
policy ;  and  it  was  also  granted,  directed  and  appointed 
that  seven-eighth  parts  of  the  annual  contributions  as 
should  become  due  in  every  year,   and  should  be 
actually  paid  by  or  on  account  of  all  and  every  person 
and  persons  Who  should  thereafter  become  a  member 
or  members  of  the  said  Society,  should  be  equally 
divided  amongst  and  duly  paid  to  all  and  every  the 
nomitiee  and  nominees  of  all  and  every  member  and 
members  of  the  said  Society  who  should  die  in  every 
year,  their  respective  executors,  administrators  or  as- 
signs, together  with  such  part  of  the  annual  contribu- 
tions of  all  and  every  member  and  members  of  the  said 
Society,  admitted  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  several 
therein  in  part  recited  charters,  or  any  or  either  of  them, 
and  so  much  more  as  should  bje  agreed  upon  by  the 
members  of  the  said  Society  for  the  time  being,  or  the 
major  part  of  them,  as  should  be  present  in  general 
courts  to  be  from  time  to  tiine  assembled,  and  as  was 
directed  by  the  same  charters,  according  to  the  original 
plan  of  the  said  Society ;  and  that  the  remaining  eighth 
part  of  the  monies  which  should  be  so  contributed  and 
paid)  together  with  such  interest,  increase  and  improve- 
ments, as  should  accrue  or  be  made  thereof,  or  be 
received  or  retaiAed  for  annuities  to  be  granted  by  the 
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said  Society,  and  all  other  monies  which  should  be        isso. 
received  by  or  on  account  of  the  said  Society^  should    AtucABiv, 
be  reserved  and  impiroved  by  the  said  Society,  for  the      Society 
sole  use  and  benefit  of  all  and  every  the  members  of     Bot-LAN  d 
the  same  corporation,  according  to  their  several  inte-    ""^  others. 
rests  therein. 

That  by  certain  other  letters  patent  under  the  great  Letters  patent 
seal  of  Great  Britain,  bearing  date  at  Westminster  the  unu^i^tS*' 
12th  day  of  February,  in  the  fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  ^^^  ^«^- 
his  present  Majesty  king  George  the  fourth,  and  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  18^,  after  reciting  in  part  or 
taking  notice  of  the  former  charters  granted  to  the  said 
Society,  it  was  amongst  other  things  granted,  declared, 
ordained  and  appointed,  that  for  the  purpose  of  the 
calculation  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  seven -eighth 
parts  by  the  said  letters  patent  of  the  SOtb  day  of 
October,  in  the  forty-eighth  year  <yf  the  last  reign,  - 
directed  to  be  taken  of  and  from  the  annual  contri- 
butions of  the  persons  thereafter  becoming  members  of  , 
the  said  Society,  end  also  the  sum  of  5 1,  sterling  for 
or  in  respect  of  every  share  granted  by  the  said  So- 
ciety, previous  to  the  date  of  the  said  last«mentioaed 
letters  patent,  which  then  was  and  should  from  time  to 
time  be  subsisting,  should  from  thenceforth  continue 
to  be  taken  as  theretofore  had  been  used,  and  the  parts 
and  sums  so  to  be  respectively  taken,  and  the  parts 
and  sums  which  yearly  had  been  so  respectively  taken 
since  the  5th  day  of  April  1818,  should  be  called  the 
dividend  fund ;  and  that  at  the  estpirati^n  of  the  year 
ending  on  the  5th  day  of  April  th^n  next,  and  at  the 
expir^ition   of  every  subsequent  year  ending  on  the 
5th  day  of  April,  the  sum  of  the  dividend  fund  to  be 
constituted  as  aforesaid,  for  the  year  so  ended  and  the 
four  years  then  last  preceding,  should  be  divided  by 
the  sum  of  the  number  of  shares  in  the  said  Society, 
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1830.  rid  respect  of  which  claims  should  have  arisen  by'  the 

Amicabce  ^^^^^  Pf  members  in  the  year  so  last  ended  as  afore- 

SociETT  -said  and  the  four  years  then  last  preceding,  and  the 

BoLLAKD  quotient  should  be  the  amount  to  be  paid  as  and  for  the 

.«ii    oiheiB.  ^iyid^nj^  upon  and  in  respect  of  every  share  for  which 

a  claim  shall  have  asisen  by  the  death  of .  a  member  of 
the  said  Society,  dying  in  the  year  so  last  ended  as 
aforesaid,  and  the  same  should  be  paid  by  the  directors 
of  the  said   Society  for  the  time  being,  out  of  the 
general  lunds  of  the  said  Society,  without  reference  to 
the  amount  of  the  dividend  fund,  to  the  nominee  and 
nominees  of  every  such  member  so  dying  as  last  afore- 
.said,  at  such  time  or  times  and  under  such  regulations 
as  had  been  and  should  from  time  to  time  be  directed 
•in  that  behalf^  by  the  bye-laws  and  rules  of  the  said 
Society. 
Henry  Faunt- ,     The  Appellants  by  their  said  answer  further  said, 
Wctedof        that  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy,  at  the  general  sessions 
OcT^iSal'^     of  the  peace,    held  in  and  for  the  city  of  London, 
'  which  commenced  on  the  23d  day  of  October  1824, 
.was  indicted  for  felony,  and  was  on  the  SOth  day- of 
that  month  tried  for  and  convicted  of  felony,  and  after- 
I  wards  received  judgment  of  death  and .  was  executed 
.  for;  the  same ;  and  that  the  Appellants  were  advised  and 
;  humbly  submitted  to  the  judgment  of  the  said  Court  of 
Chancery,  that  upon  the  before-mentioned  attainder  of 
rthe  said  Henry  Fauntleroy  for  felony,  he  ceased  to  be 
.  a  member  of  the  said  corporate  body  called  the  Ami- 
cable Society  for  a  Perpetual  Assurance  Office ;  by 
reason  whereof,  and  also  by  reason  that  the  death  of 
the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy  was  the  direct  consequence 
of,  or  was  occasioned  by  his  own  felony,  the  Appellants 
submitted  that  no  claim  could  be  made  upon  the  said 
Society,  upon  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  policy  of  as- 
surance so  as  aforesaid  effected  on  his  life  ;  and  the 
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Appellants  said,  that  although  they  were  ready  and 
willing  to  pay  what  might  be  due  on  the  said  policy  to 
any  person  or  persons  legally  entitled  to  receive  the 
same,  yet  they  were  advised  that,  as  a  corporate  body, 
they  were  bound  to  raise  and  submit  the  question  to 
the  judgment  of  the  said  Court  of  Chancery,  inasmuch 
as  the  legal  representatives  of  the  other  members  of  the 
said  Society  who  died  in  the  same  year  as  the  said 
Henry  Fauntleroy  might  be  interested  therein ;  and  the 
Appellants  submitted  to  the  judgment  of  the  said  Court 
of  Chancery,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  there* 
inbefore  mentioned,  his  Majesty's  Attorney-general 
ought  not  to  have  been  a  party  to  the  said  suit ;  and 
the  Appellants  insisted  upon  such  their  said  objections, 
and  such  other  objections  as  might  or  could  be  urged 
against  the  said  demand  of  the  Respondents,  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  they  had  pleaded  the  same  in  bar  to 
the  demand  of  the  Respondents. 

That  the  said  cause  being  at  issue,  and  the  usual  Admissions  of 
rules  having  been  given  to  produce  witnesses  and  pass  dentsTnd  "he 
publication,  it  was  agreed  between  the  Respondents  Appellants. 
and  .the  Appellants  that  a  copy  of  the  said  policy  of  •  ^ 

insurance  should  be  read  and  given  in  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  Respondente  on  the  hearing  of  the  said 
cause.  That  the  Respondents  were  the  assignees  of 
the  estate  and  effects  of  Henry  Fauntleroy  in  the  said 
policy  named,  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  commission  of 
bankrupt  awarded  and  issued  against  the  said  Henry 
-Fauntleroy,  under  which  he  was  duly  found  and  de-^ 
dared  bankrupt,  and  his  estate  and  effects  were  duly 
assigned  to  the  Respondents  oh  the  29th  day  of  October 
1824;  and  that  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy,  from  the 
time  of  msJ^ing  the  said  policy  up  to  and  until  the  11th 
day  of  January  1824,  or  some  person  on  his  behalf, 
reigularly  paid  the  premiums  as  they  became  due  on  the 
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said  policy.  ^  That  the  printed  copies  of  the  sever&l 
charters,  lettersrpateat  and  bye-laws  of  the  Appellants, 
the  Amicable  Society  for  a  Perpetual  Assurance  Office, 
should  be  read  and  giren  in  evidence  on  the  hearing 
of  this  cause  without  further  proof.  That  the  said 
Henry  Fauntleroy  was  convicted  of  felony  on  the  SOth 
day  of  October  1824,  and  was  executed  on  the  SOth 
day  of  .November  1824,  in  pursuance  of  such  con*^ 
viction  and  the  judgment  of  death  thereupon  pro- 
nounced upon  him.  That  a  copy  of  the  record  of  the 
said  indictment  and  conviction  of  the  said  Henry 
Fauntleroy  should  be  read  and  given  in  evidence  on  the 
hearing  of  the  said  cause,  without  further  proof,  and 
that  Henry  Fauntleroy  named  in  the  said  indictment 
and  conviction  was  the  Henry  Fauntleroy  named  in  the 
pleadings  of  the  said  cause,  upon  whose  life  the  in- 
surance mentioned  in  the  pleadings  of  the  said  cause 
was  effected. 

That  the  Respondents  having  settled  with  the  claim- 
ants under  the  said  indenture  of  the  10th  day  of 
September  1819,  and  obtained  an  assignmient  to  Uiem 
the  Respondents  of  the  said  policy  of  assurance,  the 
said  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  21st  day  of 
(May  1887>  before  the  right  honourable  the  Master 
of  die  Rolls ;  whereupon,  and  upon  debate  of  the 
matter  and  hearing  of  the  said  policy  of  insurance,  the 
commission  of  bankrupt  issued  against  the  said  Henry 
Fauntleroy  and  the  assignment  dated  the  29th  day  of 
October  1824,  a  book  marked  with  the  letter  A,  con- 
taining printed  copies  of  the  several  charters,  letters- 
patent  and  bye^laws  of  the  AppeUants.  the  Amicable 
Society  for  a  Perpetual  Assurance  Office,  a  copy  of  tlie 
record  of  the  indictment  and  conviction  of  the  said 
Henry  Fauntleroy,  marked  with  the  letter  B ;  and  it 
being  admitted  by  the  Respondents  and  the  Appellants 
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that  the  said   Henry  Fatintleroy,  from  the  time  of      isso. 
making  the  said  policy  up  to  and  until  the  11th  day  of    x^,J^blb 
January  18S4,  or  some  person  on  his  behalf,  regularly      Society 
paid  the  premiums  Bis  they  became  due  on  the  said     bolland 
policy;  and  that  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy  was  con-    ""^ *>**»«"• 
victed  of  felony  on  the  SOth  day  of  October  18S4,  and 
was  executed  on  the  SOth  day  of  November  1834^  in 
pursuance  of  such  conviction ;  and  that  the  said  Henry 
Fauntleroy  named  in  the  said  indictment  and  conviction 
was  the  Henry  Faunderoy  named  in  the  pleadings  of 
the  said  cause ;  and  the  Respondents  by  their  Counsel 
undertaking  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  defendants,  James 
Cathrow  Disney  and  Ann  Nelson  his  wife,  Sir  Everard 
Home  and  Joseph  Birch,  of  the  said  suit;  his  Honor  Decree  pro- 
made  his  decree  in  the  said  cause,  and  thereby  ordered  °^^""*^' 
that  the  Respondents'  bill  should  stand  dismissed  out 
of  the  said  court  as  against  the  said  last-mentioned 
defendants,  with  costs,  to  be  taxed  by  the  Master  in 
rotation,  the  costs  of  the  said  defendants  Sir  Everard 
Home  and  Joseph  Birch,  the  trustees,  to  be  taxed  as 
between  solicitor  and  client ;  •  and  his  Honor  declared 
that  the  Respondents,  as  assignees  of  Henry  Fauntleroy 
the  bankrupt,  in  the  pleadings  named,  since  deceased, 
were  entitled  to  the  policy  of  assurance  bearing  date 
tbe  11th  day  of  January  1815,  in  the  pleadings  men- 
tioned, upon  the  life  of  the  said  Henr}*  Fauntleroy,  and 
ike  money  then  payable  thereon.     And  the  Appellants 
by  their  Counsel  admitting  that  die  sum  then  pay- 
able upon  the  said  policy  amounted  to  the  sum  of 
6|084/.  7^*  0  d.f  his  Honor  ordered  and  decreed  that 
the  Appellants  should  pay  to  the  Respondents,  as  such 
assignees  as  aforesaid;  the  said  sum  of  6,084  /.  7  s.  6  d. 
so  payable  upon  the    said  policy   of  assurance  as 
aforesaid. 
From  this  decree,  the  Amicable  Society  i^ppealed  to 
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theLdrds,  and  the  cause  was'  beard  on  the  23d  and 
85tfa  June  1830. 

Argued  for  the  Appellants : — 
Look  at  the  case,  first  with  reference  to  public  policy, 
and  then  as  a  contract  between  man  and  man.     As  to 
the  ground  of  policy,  suppose  it  had  been  expressly 
stipulated  in  terms  that,  in  case  the  man  should  be 
executed  for  felony,  the  money  should  be  payable; 
would  the  policy  of  the  law  allow  this  to  be  effectual  ? 
If  not,  if  the.  man  does  commit  a  capital  felony,  and* 
is  executed  for  it,  the  same  policy  stands  in  the  way.. 
But  it  is  said  that  when  the  man  committed  the  felony 
he  had  no  intention  to  be  hanged  for  it     It  would  be 
difficult  to  prove  that  he  had,  but  something  like  it  had: 
happened  in  the  case  of  one  who  insured  and  committed; 
suicide.     So  on  the  same  ground,  wagering  policies, 
were  void,  and  a  muUo  fortiori  policies  under  circum- 
stances of  this  kind.    And  so  as,  in  the  Duchess  of 
Kingston's  case,  a  fraudulent  divorce  was  void  on  the 
ground  of  public  policy,  and  so  argued  by  Thurlow, 
although  a  sentence  of  a  competent  Court  had  been, 
given  in  its  favour.     Then  look  at  it  with  reference  to 
contracts  between  man  and  man,  and  four  cases  of  void 
policies  might  be  mentioned  similar  in  principle  to  the 
present :  1st.  Detention  of  a  ship  by  a  foreign  state 
for  an  attempt  to  violate  the  law  of  nations.     The  per- 
son attempting  has  no  intention  to  be  detained, .  but 
the  detention  follows,  and  the  policy  is  void.     2dly, 
Smuggling:  the  first  act  is  the  smuggling,  and  the 
second  is  the  condemnation.    Sdly,  Commerce  with 
the  King's  enemies :  the  first  act  is  the  being  found  out,; 
and  the  second  is  the  seizure.      4thly,    Deviation: 
which,  although  not  so  directly  in  point  as  the  other, 
three  cases,  has  some  bearing  on  the  question.  ^nd.to 
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this  may  be  added  a  fifth  case,  where  there  is  an  in-        isso. 
surance  against  fire,  and  the  person  insuring  causes     AMfCiiBLE 
the  fire.  ^'^'^ 

V 
BOLLAND 

Argued  for  the  Respondents : — 

That  if  the  policy  was  valid  till  the  30th  October 
19241,  which  was  admitted,  it  could  not  have  been 
destroyed  by  the  felonious  act,  which  had  been  committed 
long  before.  ^Lord  Ch. : — ^Their  argument  was,  that 
the  policy  had  been  avoided,  not  by  the  felonious  act, 
but  by  the  probable  consequences.]  TTien,  if  the 
felonious  act  did  not  destroy  the  policy,  why  should 
the  conviction  ?  Fauntleroy  meant  to  do  wrong,  but 
he  did  not  mean  to  be  hanged,  and  never  contemplated 
death  either  by  his  own  hands  or  that  of  others. 

Since  this  transaction,  the  Society  had  introduced 
a  clause  avoiding  the  policy  in  case  the  assured  should 
die  by  his  own  hand  or  the  hands  of  justice ;  which 
showed  that,  before  the  introduction  of  this  clause,- 
they  were  liable  in  a  case  of  this  kind.  Was  it  the 
criminal  nature  of  the  act  that  avoided  the  policy  ? 
If  not,  where  were  they  to  stop  ?  The  instance  of 
deviation  had  nothing  to  do  with  this,  for  where  a  loss 
happened  in  a  deviation,  it  did  not  happen  on  the 
voyage  insured,  and  to  such  a  loss  the  obligation  in 
the  contract  had  no  application ;  and  the  same  obser-* 
vation  applied  to  the  other  supposed  analogous  cases. 
The  case  of  suicide  had  no  application ;  for  here  F. 
had  no  intention  to  kill  or  to  be  killed  by  others.  It 
was  said,  the  Society  was  cheated  and  robbed,  but  F. 
meant  so  such  thing.  Persons  insured  might  engage 
in  occupations  extremely  injurious  to  health,  and  cal-- 
culated  to  shorten  life  ;  they  might  shorten  their  .lives 
by  hard  drinking,  by  hard  labour,  and  in  other  ways, 
but  then  it  was-  the  object  of  insurance  to  guard  against 
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siich  risks.  Suppose  that  F.  instead  of  being  hanged' 
bad  been  transported,  and  that  the  ship  had  been  lost, 
would  that  have  avoided  the  policy  ?  The  only  ques- 
tion wasy  whether  the  risk  had  been  incurred  by  the 
Society,  and  it  was  clear  that  it  h^d^  It  wd^  adniitted, 
that  the  felonious  act  did  not  of  itself  avoid  the  policy, 
and  if  not,  public  policy  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
matter. 

Th^  following  were  the  reasons  given  in  the  cases. 

For  the  Appellants : — 

First — Because  the  insurance  was  effected  by  the 
said  Henry  Fauntleroy  upon  his  own  life,  which  life 
ceased  in  consequence  of  his  wilful  violation  of  the 
law ;  and  it  is  against  the  general  policy  of  the  law,  as 
well  as  established  principles,  that  either  the  insured, 
or  those  claiming  in  his  right,  should  recover  for  a 
loss  caused  solely  by  the  criminal  act  of  the  insured 
himself. 

Secondly. — Because  insurance  is  legally  defined  to 
be  a  contract,  in  which  the  insurer,  in  consideration  of 
a  premium  equivalent  to  the  risk  run,  undertakes  either 
against  probable  perils  and  losses,  or  against  a  certain 
event,  as  in  the  case  of  death,  but  uncertain  as  to  the 
period  of  its  taking  place.  If  the  insured,  therefore^ 
can  at  any  time  by  his  own  act  determine  the  event,  it 
is  against  the  essence  of  the  contract ;  and  much  more 
is  it  so,  if  that  act  (as  in  the  present  instance)  be  felo- 
nious, which  the  law  always  considers  wilful. 

Thirdly. — Because  the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy 
ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the  Amicable  Society,  which 
is  a  corporation  established  by  royal  charter,  upon  his 
attainder  by  the  judgment  which  preceded  his  execu- 
tion ;  and  therefore  at  the  time  of  hi^  death  he  had  no 
interest  in  the  funds  of  the  said  Society. 
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For  the  Respondents :—  t830. 

That  by  the  assignment  to  the  said   Respondents,    Amicable 
of  the  29th  day  of  October,  1824,  the  said  policy  of      ^''^J.^^* 
insurance,  and  all  interest  therein,  and  the  right  to     ?2^^^f** 
receive  the  money  payable  thereon,  upon  the  death  of 
the  said  Henry  Fauntleroy,  became  and  was  vested  in 
the  Respondents,  as  sach  assignees  as  aforesaid,  and 
that  the  same  policy  of  insurance  was  a  valid  and  sub- 
sisting policy  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said 
Henry  Fauntleroy. 

Lord  Chancellor  r— I  find  it  difficult  to  say  that  an 
insurance,  under  such  circumstances  as  the  present, 
can  be  legally  enforced,  and  we  will  take  some  time 
to  consider. 

Lord  Chancellor  >-^The  proceedings  in  this  case  gth  July  1830. 
were  instituted  by  the  assignees  of  the  estate  and  effects    Ju^B™****- 
of  the  deceased  Henry  Fauntleroy,  a  bankrupt,  to  re- 
cover a  sum  of  money  on  an  insurance  on  his  own  lifet 
effected  by  the  bankrupt  with  the  incorporated  Society 
for  the  insurance  of  lives,  called  "  The  Amicable  So- 
**  ciety  for  a  Perpetual  Assurance  Office;'*  and  the 
case  is  of  this  description:  Fauntleroy  effected  the 
policy  in  January  1815,  and  paid  the  premiums  on  it 
up  to  1824.     On  the  29th  October  1824,  a  commis- 
sion of  bankruptcy  was  issued  against  Fauntleroy,  who 
was  duly  declared  bankrupt,  and  his  estate  and  effects 
vested  in  the  Respondents,  as  his  assignees  under  the 
commission.     On  the  28th  October  1824,  Fauntleroy 
was  indicted  for  felony,  and  on  the  30th  of  that  month 
he  was  tried  and  convicted,  and  received  sentence  of 
death,  and  was  afterwards  executed  ;  and  the  question 
is  whether,  under  these  circumstances,  the  assignees  can 
recover  from  the  insurance  Society  the  amount  of  the 
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Amicabus*  p^ty  effecting  the  insurance  having  committed  feloity, 

Society  j^jJ  having  been  tried,  convicted,  and  executed  for* 

BoLLAMo  felony — the  parties  representing  him,  and  claiming 

ail  ot  era.,  ^j^j^j.  j^j^  g^^j  J^  jjjg  right,  can  maintain  the  suiU 

X  listened  with  the  utmost  attention  to  the  arguments  * 
at  the  bar,  as  did  the  noble  Lord  (Radnor)  who  is  now  • 
present,  and  was  present  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause ; 
and  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  assignees 
are  not  entitled  to  maintain  the  suit,  and  simply  on  this 
consideration :    Suppose  that  in  the  policy  this  risk 
had  been  insured   in   terms — that   in  the  event  ^  of 
the  party  effecting  the  insurance  being  executed  for  a* 
capital  felony,  the  money  should  become  payable — ^is  it 
possible  that  a  claim  in  right  of  a  party  effecting  such, 
an  insurance  could  be  maintained,  or  that  the  insurance 
should  not  be  held  void  as  afibrding  encouragement 
to  crime,  and  being  contrary  to  public  policy?  If  such 
a  policy  could  not  be  sustained  where  a  risk  of  that, 
kind  was  mentioned  in  direct  terms  and  language,  how 
can  you  give  effect  to  a  policy  if  it  in  reality  involves 
that  condition  ? 

On  this  short  and  plain  ground,  we  are  of  opinion- 
that  the  claim  cannot  be  sustained,  and  that  the  judg-< 
ment  of  the  Court  below  must  be  reversed. 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR. 


21 


4 

4. 


IN  ERROR: 

FROM  THE  COURT   OF   KING*S   BENCH* 


The  King,  on  the  relation  of  "^^ 
Charijbs  Wells  Lovell  J 

TuoHAs  Westwood 


-  Plaintiff. 
-  Defendant. 


A  charter  granted  by  the  Crown  cannot  be  partially  accepted* 
unless  it  should  appear  to  be  the  intention  of  the  Crown 
that  the  grantee  should  have  the  option  to  accept  in  part 
and  reject  in  part. 

A  charter  vests  the  right  to  elect  burgesses  in  the  general 

'  body  of  an  ancient  corporation^  and  giyes  a  power  to  make 
bye-laws  to  a  select  body.    The  general  body  makes  a 

,  bye^law  delegating  the  power  to  elect  burgesses  to  the 
select  Body.  Held,  that  this  is  a  good  bye-law ;  for  the 
power  given  by  the  charter  to  the  select  body  to  make 
bye-laws,  does  not  devest  the  general  body  of  the  right  to 
make  such  laws,  which  is  incident  to  it  at  common  law. 

The  general  body  of  a  corporation  may  lawfully  delegate  the 
power  to  elect  burgesses  to  a  select  body  of  the  €Orpo»- 
ration 


Feb.  16, 
May  28, 
Juljr  21, 

1 830. 

Borough  of 
Chepping 

Wycombe : 
Charter. 

Bye  Laws. 

Election  of 

Burgesses. 


This  was  an  information,  in  nature  oi  2^  quo  warranto^  Information, 
exhibited  against  the  Defendant,  in  Easter  term  1819» 
for  usurping  the  office  of  burgess  of  the  borough  of 
Chepping  Wycombe,  in  the  county  of  Buckingham. 
To  which  the  Defendant  pleaded — 

First ; — ^That  the  said  borough  of  Chepping  Wy-  First  Plea. 
combe,  in  the  said  county  of  Buckingham,  from  time 
whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary, 
hath  been  and  still  is  an  ancient  borough,  incorporated 
^nd  called  and  known  by  the  name  of  .the  mayor, 
baili£&  and  burgesses,  of  the  borough  of  Chepping 
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mayor  and 
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without  the 
concurrence  of 
the  rest  of  the 
bujigeyses. 


Wycombe,  otherwise  Wicombe,  in  the  county  of  Buck- 
ingham ;  and  that  within  the  said  borough,  from  time 
whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary, 
there  hath  been,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  been,  and 
still  of  right  ought  to  be,  a  mayor,  two  bailiffs,  and  an 
indefinite  number  of  burgesses  of  the  said  borough; 
of  which  said  burgesses,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid, 
there  have  been,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  been,  and 
still  of  right  ought  to  be  twelve,  sometimes  called 
principal  burgesses,  sometimes  capital  burgesses,  and 
for  divers,  to  wit  150  years  past,  and  now,  called  alder- 
men of  the  said  borough ;  who,  together  with  the 
bailiffs  of  the  said  borough  for  the  time  being,  for  all 
the  time  aforesaid,  have  been  and  been  called,  «nd  of 
right  ought  to  have  been  and  been  called,  and  still  are 
and  ought  to  be  and  be  called,  the  common  council  of 
the  said  borough ;  and  to  be  aiding  and  assisting  to 
the  mayor  of  the  said  borough  for  the  time  being,  in 
all  matters  and  causes  touching  and  concerning  the 
said  borough :  And  that,  from  time  whereof  the  me- 
mory of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  there  bath  been, 
and  still  is  an  ancient  and  laudable  custom  within  the 
said  borough,  used  and  approved  of ;  that  is  to  say, 
that  the  mayor  and  common  council  of  the  said  borough 
for  the  time  being,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  duly 
assembled  together  for  that  purpose  within  the  said 
borough,  have  from  time  to  time  by  themselves,  and 
without  the .  concurrence  or  assistance  of  the  rest  of 
the  burgesses  of  the  said  borough,  nominated  and 
elected,  and  have  been  used  and  accustomed  to  nomi- 
nate and  elect,  and  still  ought  to  nominate  and  elect, 
3uch  person  or  persons  to  be  a  burgess  or  burgesses  of 
the  said  borough,  as  to  them  the  said  mayor  and  com- 
mon council  of  the  said  borough  for  the  time  being,  or 
the  major  part  of  them,  so  assembled  as  aforesaid,  hath 
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seemed  meet  or  shall  seem  meet ;  and  that  every  such       '  ^^^« 
person  so  nominated  and  elected^  having  been  in  doe      Lovell 
manner  sworn  in  that  behalf,  hath  been,  and  hath  been    westwoop 
used  and  accustomed  to  be^  and  still  ought  to  be,  admit- 
ted into  the  place  and  office  of  a  bui^ess  of  the  said 
borough,  and  to  use  and  enjoy  the  said  place  and  office, 
and  all  the  liberties  and  franchises  thereto  belongings 
And  the  Defendant  then  alleged,  that  he  was  duly  Election  of 
elected  a  burgess  according  to  that  custom.  detendant. 

Secondly :«— The  Defendant  pleaded  a  similar  cus-*  Second  plea. 
torn;  stating,  by  way  of  inducement,  that  the  said  tom! varying 
borough  of  Chepping  Wycombe,  in  the  said  county  |^"^J^J|f °"  ""^ 
of  Buckingham,  is,  and  from  time  whereof  the  memory 
of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  hath  been,  an  ancient 
borough ;    and  that  the  said  burgesses  of  the  said 
borough,  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not 
to  the  contrary,  have  been,  and  now  are,  a  body  cor- 
porate and  politic ;  and  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit 
for  150  years  now  last  past,  have  been,  and  now  are 
called  and  known  by  the  name  of  the  mayor,  bailiffs 
and  burgesses,  of  the  borough  of  Chepping  Wycombe, 
otherwise  Wicombe,  in  the  county  of  Buckingham. 

Thirdly : — ^The  Defendant  pleaded,  that  the  said  Tbi«^  ?*«•• 
borough  of  Chepping  Wycombe,  in  the  said  county  of 
Buckingham,  is,  and  from  time  whereof  the  memory 
of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  hath  been,  an  ancient 
borough ;  and  that  the  burgesses  of  the  said  borough, 
long  before,  and  until,  and  at  the  time  of  the  granting 
of  the  letters  patent  of  Charles  the  Second,  late  King 
of  England,  thereinafter  mentioned,  were  one  body 
politic  and  corporate,  in  deed,  fact  and  name,   and 
called  and  known  by  the  name  of  the  mayor,  bailiffs  Ancient  con- 
and  burgesses,  of  the  borough  of  Chepping  Wyeombe,  borough. 
otherwise  Wicombe,  in  the  county  of  Buckingham ; 
and  that  within  the  said  borough,  from  time  whereof 
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the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary ,  there  hath 
been^  or  of  right  ought  to  have  been,  and  still  of  right 
ought  to  be,  an  indefinite  number  of  burgesses  of  the 
said  borough :  And  that  long  before  any  of  the  days 
and  times  in  the  said  information  mentioned,  to  wit, 
on  the  16th  day  of  November,  in  the  fifteenth  year 
of  the  reign  of  his  said  late  Majesty  king  Charles  the 
Second,  the  said  king  Charles  the  Second,  by  his 
letters  patent,  under  the  great  seal  of  England,  bearing 
date  at  Westminster,  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
for  himself  and  his  successors,  did,  amongst  othei^ 
things,  grant,  ordain,  constitute  and  confirm  to  the  said 
mayor,  bailiffs  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid, 
that  from  thenceforth  for  ever  there  might  and  should 
be,  within  the  borough  aforesaid,  one  of  the  most 
honest  and  discreet  burgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid, 
to  be  elected  in  manner  thereunder  in  the  said  letters 
patent  mentioned,  who  should  be,  and  be  named, 
mayor  of  the  borough  aforesaid;  and  that  in  like 
manner  there  might  be  and  should  be,  within  the.  same 
borough,  two  honest  and  discreet  burgesses  of  the 
borough  aforesaid,  who  should  be  and  be  named  bailiflb 
of  the  borough  aforesaid;  and  the  said  late  King 
willed,  and  thereby  for  himself,  his  heirs  and  succes-^ 
sors,  did  grant,  ordain  and  confirm,  that  from  thence*- 
forth  for  ever  there  might  and  should  be,  within  the 
borough  aforesaid,  from  time  to  time,  twelve  honest 
and  discreet  men,  continually  inhabiting  and  residing 
within  the  said  borough,  who  should  be,  and  should 
be  called,  aldermen  of  the  said  borough :  And  that 
the  mayor,  bailiffs  and  burgesses  of  the  same  borough, 
and  their  successors,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  from 
time  to  time,  for  ever,  should  and  might  be  able  to  elect 
so  many  and  such  other  men,  inhabiting  or  not  inhabiting 
within  the  borough  aforesaid,  as  and  which  to  them 
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should  seem  most  expedient,  to  be  burgesses  of  the  said        i  sso. 
borough.     And  the  said  late  King  further  willed,  and  AWermen  and 
thereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs  and  successors,  did  grant  ^*^^^^^  ^^  ^ 
and  confirm  to  the  aforesaid  mayor,  bailiffs  and  bur**  cii,  and  assist 
gesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  and  their  successors,  ^^^y^^- 
that  the  aforesaid  aldermen. and  bailiffs  of  the  borough 
aforesaid)  and  their  successors,  should  be,  and  be 
called,  the  common  council  of  the  said  borough ;  and 
should  be,  from  time  to  time,  assisting  and  aiding  to 
the  mayor  of  the  said  borough  of  Chepping  Wycombe, 
otherwise  Wicombe,  aforesaid,  for  the  time  being,  in 
all  matters  and  causes  touching  and  concerning  the 
borough  aforesaid.     And  the  said  late  King  further  Power  in  se-  • 
willed,  and   did  thereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs  and  make  bye.  ^ 
sttcpessors,  grant  and  confirm  to  the  aforesaid  mayor,  '^^  ^' 
bailiffs  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  and 
their  successors,  that  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  bailiffs 
of  the  borough  aforesaid,  and  their  successors,  for  the 
time  being,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  (of  whom  the 
mayor  for  the  time  being,  the  said  late  King  willed  to 
be  one,)  mights  and  should  have  full  power  and  autho- 
rity to  frame,  constitute,  ordain  and  make,  from  time 
to  time,  such  reasonable  laws,  statutes  and  ordinances 
whatsoever,  as  to  them  should  seem  to  be  good,  whole-* 
some,  useful^  honest  and  necessary,  according  to  their 
sound  discretions,  for  the  good  rule  and  government  of 
the  burgesses,  artificers  and  inhabitants  of  the  borough 
aforesaid,  for  the  time  being ;  and  for  declaring  in  what 
manner  and  order  the  aforesidd  mayor,  aldermen,  bailiffs 
and  burgesses,  and  the.  artificers,  inhabitants,  and  resi^* 
dents  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  should  behave,  conduct 
and  carry  themselves  in  their  offices,  mysteries  and  busi- 
ness, within  the  same  borough,  and  the  limits  thereof, 
for  the  time  being;  and  otherwise  for  the  farther  good, 
and  public  advantage  and  rule  of  the  same  borough^ 
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1 830.       aud  the  victualling  of  the  same  borongh  ;  and  also  for 

^[]^^^      the  better  preservation^  government,  disposition,  letting, 

V-  demising  of  lands,  tenements,  possessions,  revenues, 

and  hereditaments,  to  the  aforesaid  mayor,  bailiffs  and 

in  all  matters    burgesses,  and  their  successors,  by  the  said  letters 

boro^!°^ '  ^  patent  or  otherwise  given,  granted,  assigned  or  con 

firmed,  or  thereafter  to  be  given,  granted  or  assigned ; 

and:  other  matters  and  causes  v^hatsoever,  touching  or 

in  anywise  concerning  the  aforesaid  borough,  or  the 

state,  right  and  interest  of  the  same  borough.     And 

Api)ointinent    the  Said  late  King  did  thereby  constitute  and  appoint 

bailiffs  ani ^'^^  onc  person  therein  named,  to  be  the  first  and  present 

aldermen.        mayor  of  the  said  borough  ;  two  other  persons  therein 

named,  to  be  the  first  and  present  bailiffs  of  the  said 
borough ;  and  twelve  other  persons  therein  named,  to 
be  the  twelve  first  and  present  aldermen  of  the  said 
borough :  and  his  said  late  Majesty  king  Charles  the 
Second,  by  his  said  letters  patent,  for  himself,  his 
heirs  and  successors,  further  granted  and  confirmed. 
Election  of  that  the  aforesaid  mayor,  aldermen,  bailiffs  and  bnr- 
body^at  large.^  gesses,  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  for  the  time  being, 

or  the  major  part  of  them,  from  time  to  time  for  ever 
thereafter,  might  and  should  have  power  and  authority 
yearly  and  every  year,  on  the  Thursday  next  before 
the  feast  of  Saint  Michael  the  Archangel,  to  assemble 
themselves,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  in  the  guildhall 
of  the  borough  aforesaid,  or  in  any  other  convenient 
place  within  the  borough,  to  be  limited  and  assigned 
according  to  their  discretions,  and  there  to  continue 
until  they,  or  the  major  part  of  them  there  then  assem- 
bled, should  then  elect  and  nominate  one  of  the  alder- 
men of  the  borough  aforesaid,  to  be  mayor  of  the 
borough  aforesaid,  for  one  whole  year  then  next 
ensuing;  and  that  then  and  there,  they  should  and 
Qdight  be  able  to  elect  and  nominate,  before  they  should 
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from  thence  depart,  one  of  the  aldermen  of  the  horough       1829. 
aforesaid,  for  the  time  being,  who  should  be  mayor  of      Novell 
the  borough  aforesaid,  for  one  whole  year  then  next         «- 
ensuing;   and   that  he,    after   he  should  be  so  (as 
aforesaid)  elected  and  nominated  to  be  mayor  of  the  His  oath  of 
borough  aforesaid,  before  he  should   be  admitted  to         '' 
execute  the  same  office,  should  take  a  corporal  oath, 
upon  the  holy  gospel  of  God,  yearly,  on  the  day  of 
election,    if  he  should  be   then   present,    and  if  he 
should  be  absent,  then  within  one  month  next  ensuing 
after   the  said  day  of  election,   before  the   mayor, 
his  last  predecessor,  or  in  bis  absence,  before  such  before  whnm 
aldermen  of  the    borough    aforesaid,    for   the  time 
being,  and  the  rest  of  the  burgesses  of  the  borough 
aforesaid,  who  should  be  then  present  in  the  guildhall 
of  the  borough  aforesaid,  or  in  any  other  convenient 
place  within  the  borough  aforesaid,  to  be  limited  and 
assigned  according  to  their  discretions,  rightly,  well 
and  fiuthfuUy,  to  execute  the  same  office,  in  all  things 
touching  the  same  office.     And  his  said  late  Majesty 
king  Charles  the  Second,  by  his  said  letters  patent   EiecUon  of 
for  himself,  his  heirs  and  successors,  granted  and  con*  seiect'boiy.  ^ 
firmed  to  the  aforesaid  mayor,  bailiffs  and  burgesses, 
of  the  borough  aforesaid,  and  their  successors,  that  the 
mayor,  aldermen  and  bailifii  of  the  borough  aforesaid, 
for  the  time  beings  or  the  major  part  of  them,  from 
time  to  time  for  ever  thereafter,   might  and  should 
have  power  and  authority  yearly  and  every  year,  on 
Thursday  next  before  the  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of 
the  blessed  Virgin  Mary,  to  assemble  themselves,  or 
the  major  part  of  them,  in  the  guildhall  of  the  borough 
aforesaid,  or  in  any  other  convenient  place  within  the 
borough  aforesaid,  to  be  limited  and  assigned  accord- 
ing  to  their  discretion,  and  there  to  continue  until 
they,  or  the  major  part  of  them  there  then  as9«mbled, 
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1 830.       should  elect  and  nominate  two  burgesses  of  the  borouglf 
^[^^^      aforesaid,  to  be  bailiffs  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  for 
••         one  year  then  next  ensuing,  to  be  elected  and  nomi- 
nated in  form  following ;  that  they  should  and  might 
be  able  there  to  elect  and  nominate,  before  they  should 
from  thence  depart,  two  of  the  aforesaid  burgesses, 
who  from  thenceforth  should  be  bailiffs  of  the  borough 
aforesaid,  for  one  whole  year  then  next  tensuing ;  and 
that  they,  after  they  should  be  so  as  aforesaid  elected 
and  nominated  to  be  bailiffs  of  the  borough  aforesaid^ 
before  they  should  be  admitted  to  execute  the  same 
Their  oath  of   officc,  and  cach  of  them,  should  take  a  corporal  oath 
®®^®'  '         upon  the  holy  gospel  of  God,  yearly,   on  the  same 

day  of  election,  if  they  should  be  present,  and  if  they 

should  be  absent,  then  within  one  month  then  next 

ensuing  the  day  of   election  aforesaid,    before   the 

before  whom    mayor  6f  the  borough  aforesaid,  or,  in  the  absence  of 

^  ^^'  the  said  mayor,  before  the  bailiffs,  their  last  prede- 

cessors>  or  either  of  them,  in  the  presence  of  such  of 

the  aforesaid  aldermen  of  the  borough  aforesaid  for 

the  time  being,  and  the  rest  of  the  burgesses  of  the 

borough  aforesaid,  who  should  be  then  present  in  the 

guildhall  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  or  in  any  other 

convenient  place  within  the  borough  aforesaid,  to  be 

liinited  and  assigned  according. to  their  discretion, 

rightly,  well  and  faithfully,  to  execute  the  same  office 

of  bailiffs  of  the  same  borough,  in  all  things  touching 

On  death  or     tbcsamc  officc.     And    his  said  late  Majesty  king 

dJ^S  tt  Charles,  by  his  said  letters  patent,  for  himself,  his  heirs 

majorandrest  ^^d  succcssors,   further  granted  to   the  said  mayor, 

men  to  elect     bailiffs  and  burgesses,  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  that 

bll!^w7  to  ""     if  ^^y  ^^  ^i*^^  ^f  *^  aldermen  of  the  borough  afore- 
succeed  him.    ^aid  should  die,  or  be  removed  from  his  office,  (which 

said  aldermen,  and  every  or  any  of  them,  not  well 
behaving  themselves  in  the  same  office^  his  said  late 
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Majesty  willed  to  be  removable,  at  the  pleasure  of  the        1830. 
mayor  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  and  the  major  part      lovell 
of  the  aforesaid  aldermen  of  the  same  borough,  for  the    „,    *• 
time  being,)   that  then  the  mayor,  and  such  of  the 
residue  of  the  aldermen  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  who 
should  be  assembled  in  the  guildhall  of  the  borough 
aforesaid,  or  in  any  other  convenient  place  within  the 
borough  aforesaid,  to  be  limited  and  assigned  accord- 
ing: to  their  discretions,  or  the  major  part  of  them  so; 
assembled,  at  the  pleasure  of  the  mayor  and  the  re- 
sidue of  the  aldermen  of.  the  same  borough,  should* 
and  might  be  able  to  elect  tod  prefer  one  or  more  of 
the  best  and  most  honest  burgesses  of  the  borough 
aforesaid,  in  the  place  or  places  of  the  same  alderman^ 
or  aldermen  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  so  dead,  or 
removed  from  his  or  their  office  or  offices,  to  supply 
the  aforesaid  number  of  twelve  aldermen  of  the  same 
borough.    Which  said  letters  patent  afterwards,  to  wit.  Charter  duly  ' 
on  the  17th  day  of  November,  in  the  15th  year  of  the  ^^^ 
reign  of  king  Charles  the  Second,  were  duly  accepted 
by  the  then  mayor,  bailiffs  and  burgesses  of  the  said 
borough  ;  and  that  afterwards,  and  after  the  granting  Supposed  bye* 
and  acceptance  of  the  said  letters  patent,  and  long  exunt^n^writ^ 
before  the  days  and  times  in  the  said  information  men-  »"&)  ^\^^ 
tioned,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  December,  in  the  body'at  large; 
year  of  our  Lord  1675,  the  then  mayor,  bailiffs  and 
burgesses  of  the  said  borough,  being  in  due  manner 
met  and  assembled  for  that  purpose,  within  the  said 
t;orough»  did  then  and  there  duly  make,  constitute, 
ordain  and  establish  a  certain  ordinance,  or  bye-law, 
(not  now  extant  in  writing,)  for  the  better  rule  and 
government  of  the  said  borough,  touching  and  con- 
cerning the   election  of  the  burgesses  of  the   said 
borough,   for  the  time   then  to   come,    in  order  to 
avoid  popular  confusion  and  disorder  in  such  elec- 
tions; by  which  said  ordinance,  or  bye-law,   it  was 
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1850.  ordained  and  established  in  manner  following,  (Chat 
that  the  mayor  is  to  Say,)  that,  ^from  thenceforth,  the  mayor  and 
coundrwkh-  common  council  of  the  said  borough,  or  the  major  part 
out  the  con-  of  them,  duly  assembled  together  for  that  purpose, 
rest  of  the  bar-  withiu  the  Said  borough,  should  and  might  from  time 
ei^rtbii^^"'*'  to  time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter,  by  themselves,  and* 
gesses.  without  the  concurrence  or  assistance  of  the  rest  of  the 

burgesses  of  the  said  borough,  elect  and  choose  such 
person  or  persons,  to  be  a  burgess  or  burgesses  of  the 
same  borough,  as  to  them  the  said  mayor  and  common 
council  of  the  said  borough,  for  the  time  being,  or  the 
major  part  of  them,  so  assembled  as  aforesaid,  should 
seem  meet ;  and  which  said  ordinance  or  bye*law  hath, 
ever  since  the  making  thereof,  hitherto  been  constantly 
kept  and  observed  by  the  said  mayor,  bailiffs  and  bur- 
gesses of  the  said  borough,  and  is  still  in  full  force 
and  virtue,   and  in   no   wise   annulled,    abrogated, 
Defendaot'*     abolished,  revoked  or  repealed. — The  plea  then  states, 
e  ection.         ^^^  ^^  defendant  was  duly  elected  a  burgess,  accord- 
ing to  the  said  ordinance  or  bye-law. 
General  repii.       To  the  first  and  secoud  pleas,  there  were  several 
and^Mcond "'  general  replications,  putting  in  issue  the  facts  stated 
P****-  therein ;  and  then  a  special  replication  to  those  pleas, 

^ifthSto  s^*^»g  ^^*  *^^  charter  of  Charles  the  Second,  as  in 
setting  out  the  third  plea,  whereby  it  was  granted,  ordained  and 
thiidpiea.       confirmed,  that  the  mayor,  bailiffs  and  burgesses  of 

die  said  borough,  and  their  successors,  or  the  major 
part  of  them,  from  time  to  time,  for  ever,  should  and 
ipight  be  able  to  elect  so  many  and  such  other  men, 
iphabiting  or  not  inhabiting  within  the  borough  afore « 
said,  as  and  which  to  them  should  seem  most  expedient 
to  be  burgesses  of  the  said  borough ;  and  also  setting 
out  a  clause  in  the  charter,  respecting  the  appointment 
Acceptance  of  of  a  recorder  of  the  said  borough :  Which  said  letters 
^*'^^-  ipaJb&at  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said   17th  day   of 

November,  in  the  15th  year  of  the  reign  of  king  Charles 
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tbe  Second,  were  duly  accepted  by  the  then  mayor,       isso. 
bailiffs  and  burgesses  of  the  said  borough ;  and  that,  AvermentT' 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  sfeid  letters  patent,  the  f^Xt'l!^^ 
burgesses  of  the  said  borough,  continually  from  and  elected  by  tbe 
after  the  granting  thereof,  hitherto  have  been  eligible,      ^  *^  ^"^ 
and  of  right  ought  to  have  been  elected,  and  still  of 
right  ought  to  be  elected,  from  time  to  time,  by  the 
mayor,  bailiffs  and  burgesses  at  large   of  the  said 
borough,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  and  not  other- 
wise. 

To  the  third  plea  there  is  a  general  demurrer,  and  General  de- 
jmnder  in  demurrer*  mun-er  to  third 

To  the  special  replication  to  the  first  and  second  Joinder, 
pleas,  the  Defendant,  after  praying  that  the  charter  Rejoiiider  to 
might  be  edroUed^  in  which  there  appeared  to  be  a  cation  to  first 
general  confirmation  of  all  the  liberties,   franchises,  ^^*^fg^. 
immunities,  privil^es,  &c.  before  vested  in  the  corpo*i  roimoot  of 
latioD,  rejoined,  that  the  said  letters  patent  were  not  that  part  of  it 
duly  accepted  by  the  then  mayor,  bailiffs  and  burgesses,  J^  buw^ 
of  the  said  borough,  as  to  that  part  thereof  whereby  to  be  elected 
his  said  late  Majesty  king  Charles  2d  did  will  and  u^V^^was^not 
ordain  that  the  mayor,  bailiffs  and  burgesses,  of  the  ^^^y  accepted. 
same  borough,  and  their  successors,  or  the  major  part 
of  them,  from  time  to  time,  for  ever,  should  and  might 
be  able  to  elect  so  many  and  $uch  other  men,  inhabiting 
or  not  inhabiting  within  the  said  borough,  as  and.whick 
to  them  should  seem  most  expedient,  to  be  burgesses  - 

of  the  said  borough,  as  by  the  said  replication  i& 
supposed. 

To  this  rejoinder  there  is  a  demurrer,  for  the  following  Demurier 
causes :  That  the  Defendant  hath  not,  in  or  by  his  said  ti^^'eto,  and 

'         ,  special  causes 

uist-mentioned  rejoinder,  stated  or  set  forth  any  charter  assigned, 
or  letters  patent,  or  other  matter  of  record,  dispensing 
with  the  total  acceptance  of  the  said  letters  patent,  in 
the  said  last-mentioned  replication  mentioned  and  set 
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1830.       forth,  by  the  mayor,  bnilifFs  and  burgesses,  of  the  said* 
^]^^^      borough ;  and  authorizing  or  enabling  them  not  to  accept 
V-  the  said  last-mentioned  letters  patent,  as  to  that  part 

thereof  whereby  his  said  late  Majesty  king  Charles  2d 
did  will  and  ordain  that  the  mayor,  bailiffs  and  bur- 
gesses, of  the  same  borough,  and  their  successors,  or 
the  major  part  of  them,  from  time  to  time,  for  ever, 
should  and  might  be  able  to  elect  so  many  and  such 
other  men,  inhabiting  or  not  inhabiting  within  the  said 
borough,  as  and  which  to  them  should  seem  most  expe- 
dient, to  be  burgesses  of  the  said  borough ;  and  also, 
for  that  the  defendant  hath  not,  in  or  by  his  said  last- . 
mentioned  rejoinder,  denied,  or  confessed  and  avoided, 
the  allegation  in  the  said  last-mentioned  replication,' 
diat  the  said  letters  patent  therein  mentioned  were' 
duly  accepted  by  the  then  mayor,  bailiffs  and  burgesses, 
of  the  said  borough ;  and  also,  for  that  the  Defendant 
hath,  in  and  by  his  last-mentioned  rejoinder,  stated  and 
alleged  the  supposed  partial   acceptance  of  the  said 
last^mentioned  letters  patent,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  triable* 
by  the  country,    instead  of  stating   and  setting  out 
therein,  as  he  ought  to  have  done,  the  charter,  letters' 
patent,  or  other  matter  of  record,  if  any,  authorizing 
such  supposed  partial  acceptance,  with  a  prout  patet' 
per  recardumf  and  concluding  his  said  last-mentioned 
rejoinder  with  a  verificatien  by  the  record. 
Judgment  for        The  Defendant  having  joined  in  demurrer,  the  Court 
SdZ^nd  "^  of  King's   Bench,    after  two  solemn  arguments,   in' 
pleas;  Michaelmas  term  1823,  and  Michaelmas  term  18^, 

gave  judgment  for  the  Crown,  in  Michaelmas  term 
1825,  on  the  first  and  second  pleas;  being  unani-' 
mously  of  opinion,  that  a  charter  granted  by  the  Crow& 
to  a  corporation  cannot  be  partially  accepted,  whether 
it  be  a  charter  of  creation,  orgranted  to  a  pre-existing 
S^tS"pi^!'  corporation.     On  the  demurrer  to  the  third  plea,  the 
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Chief  Justice  intimated  that  he  had  very  considerable  isso. 
doubt  whether  the  corporation  at  large  had  power  to  i/>vell 
make  die  bye-law  stated  in  that  plea ;  and  Mr.  Justice    ,„   ^' 

Tki  i-iif  i»  ..111  1  WEaTWOCD. 

Bayley  was  decidedly  of  opinion  that  the  bye^law  was 
invalid :  But  the  other  Judges  being  of  a  different  opi« 
nion  on  that  point,  judgment  was  given  for  the  De- 
fendant, on  the  third  plea.  See  this  case  very  fully 
reported,  with  the  arguments  of  counsel,  and  opinions 
of  the  Judges,  seriatim^  in  4  Barn,  and  Cres.  781^ 
and  7  Dowl.  atid  Ryl  ^7- 

On  this  judgment  a  Writ  of  Error  has  been  brought  writ  of  error. 
in  this  Honourable  House ;  and  it  is  submitted,  that 
the  byeJaw,  stated  in  the  third  plea,  is  invalid,  and 
the  judgment  ought  to  be  reversed,  as  to  this  plea, 
for  the  following,  amongst  other  reasons : 

1.  That  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  being  vested  Reasons  for 
by  the  charter  exclusively  in  the  select  body  of  mayor,  menro'cf  tliirU 
aldermen  and  bailiffs,  of  the  borough,  the  corporation  P^^ 

at  large,  consisting  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  bailiffs 
and  burgesses,  were  not  authorized  to  make  the  bye- 
Jaw  stated  in  the  third  plea,  nor  any  bye-laiy  what- 
ever, **  touching  or  in  anywise  concerning  the  borough, 
**  or  the  state,  right  and  interest  of  the  same." 

2.  That  the  corporation  at  large,  if  it  had  such 
power,  yet,  having  accepted  the  charter,  by  which  it 
was  declared  that  the  mayor,  bailiffs  and  burgesses  of 
the  borough,  and  their  successors,  or  the  major  part 
of  them,  should  have  the  election  of  burgesses  of  the 
said  borough,  could  have  no  right  to  make  the  above 
bye-law,  by  which  the  election  of  burgesses  was 
transferred  to  the  mayor  and  common  council,  without 
the  concurrence  or  assistance  of  the  rest  of  the  bur^ 
gesses  of  the  said  borough,  in  direct  contravention  df 
one  of  the  most  important  constitutions  of  the  borough; 
expressed  by  the  charter. 

Vol.  II.  D 
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18S0.  S.  That  the  above  bye-law  is  unreasonabley    and 

Ijoveli.      ^ters  the  taode  of  election  prescribed  by  the  charter, 

•-  and  eichides  the  burgesses  at  large  (being  an  integral 

part  of  the  corporation,)  from  yoting  at  the  election  of 

burgesses. 

4.  That  this  bye-law  not  only  varies  the  constitutioa 
of  the  borough,  but  has  a  direct  tendency  to  keep  the 
number  of  common  bui^sses  below  the  number  of 
the  commen  council. 

5.  That,  for  anjrthing  which  appears  to  the  contrary^ 
the  byk4aw  in  question  might  originally  have  been 
made  by  the  concurrence  of  an  actual  minority  of  the 
common  burgesses  with  the  common  council,  and  may 
ever  since  have  been  continued,  against  the  yotes  of 
the  majority  of  the  same  body. 

6.  That  none  of  the  cases,  cited  in  support  of  the  bye- 
law,  (except  that  of  Rex  v.  J5irrf,  13  East,  367,  which 
is  distinguishable  from  the  present,)  go  farther  than  to 
limit  the  number  of  electors  upon  the  election  of  officen 
of  the  corporation ;  whereas  this  bye^law  has  a  direct 
tendency  to  limit  the  number  whidh  are  to  cMStitute 
the  corporation  itself. 

For  tiie  Defendant,  Westwood,  it  was  contended, 

that  the  judgment  in  his  favour,  on  the  third  plea> 

ought  to  be  affirmed ;  and  the  judgment  c^tnst  him, 

on  the  first  and  second  pleas,  ought  to  be  reversed,  for 

the  following,  among  other  reasons : 

Datum's  Ho8-      Bccausc  there  is  a  general  power  inherent  in  the 

31 ;  'i  Roll'  ^  corporation  at  large  to  make  bye-laws,  which  is  not 

Cor" 'radon 'v  *^^^  away  by  the  grant  of  that  power  in  particular 

pi.5  cases  to  a  select  body :  nothing  is  taken  away  by  the 

charter  from  the  body  at  large  except  that  which  is 
given  to  the  select  body ;  and  the  power  of  making 
bf  e*laws  or  regulations  for  the  election  of  bui^esses  is 
not  ISO  given,  and  consequently  remaini  in  the  whole 
corporation. 
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Becaose  the  bye-lftw  in  question  was  valid  and  legal,       isso. 
inasmnch  as  it  was  only  a  delegation  of  the  power  of  cJ^ofCor- 
election  made  by  tbe  corporation  at  large ;  that  is,  by  poradons, 
tiie  mayor y  bail^s  and  burgesses,  to  a  part  of  them-*  coipontimi  of 
selves,  viz.  the  mayor,  bafliflb  and  aldermen ;  the  al-  ?  ^^j*^' 
dermen,  who,  t(^ther  with  the  bailifl^,  constitute  die 
common  council,  being  still  burgesses,  consequently 
tlas  bye-law,  which  limits  the  number  of  electors,  is 
not  liable  to  the  objection,  that  it  is  made  by  a  select 
body,  or  that  it  strikes  off  an  integral  part  of  tke 
oorpdratiDn. 

Because  no  distinction,  it  is  ccmceived,  exists  in  P'*!^*^ 
pnsciple,  or  is  to  be  found  in  the  decided  cases  be- 
tween bye-laws,  the  object  of  which  is  to  regulate  the 
Section  of  corporatie  officers,  and  those  which  regulate 
the  election  of  burgesses.  If  the  number  of  electors 
is  legally  restrained   the  object  of   the  election  is 


The  Defendant  also  humbly  submits,  that  he  is 
eotided  to  judgment  on  the  Demurrer  to  the  Rejoinder 
to  the  Replication  to  the  first  and  second  pleas. 

Because  the  charter  of  King  Charles  the  Second  "f ^  *•  Y,^  , 

•    11  11  1  1111      ChanceUorot 

might  be  partially  accepted,  and  consequently  the  body  Cambridge, 
corporate  might  legally  act  under  its  authority,  with   *    ^"'  *  ^'* 
the   exception  of  that  part  which  gives  the  mayor, 
bailiffs  and  burgesses  the  power  of  election. 

Because  the  charter  of  Charles  the  Second  gave  to 
die  mayor,  bailiffs  and  burgesses,  the  power  to  elect 
burgesses,  and  the  usage  exercised,  both  before  and 
since  the  charter,  m  the  election  of  burgesses  by  the 
mayor,  aldermen  and  bailiffs,  or  the  mayor  and  com- 
mon council,  as  set  forth  in  the  first  and  second  pleas, 
is  consistent  with  the  express  language  of  the  charter, 
the  mayor,  aldermen  and  bailiffs,  being,  in  fact,  mayor, 
bailiffs  and  burgesses,  and  the  language,  mayor,  bailiffs 
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1830.       and  burgesses  being  only  used  as  descriptive  of  the 

77^^      corporate  name. 
V.  Because  this  being  a  charter  of  confirmation,  the 

ancient  usage  of  the  borough,  for  the  mayor  and 
common  council  only  to  elect,  which  is  a  mode  of 
exercising  that  right  by  the  corporation  at  lai^,  b  not 
superseded. 

The  case  was  argued  on  the  l6th  February  18S0^ 
on  the  same  grounds  as  in  die  Court  below ;  and  on 
the  28th  May  the  eight  Judges  who  were  present  at 
the  argument  gave  their  opinions  seriatim^  all  of  them 
concurring  in  the  opinion,  diat  a  charter  could  not  be 
partially  accepted,  unless  it  appeared  that  the  Crown 
wished  to  give  the  option  so  to  accept,  and  five  out  of 
the  eight  being  for  die  Defendant  in  the  third  plea, 
and  three  for  the  Crown. 

31  July  1830.       On  the  21st  July  1830  the  House  proceeded  to  give 

judgment. 
Judgment.  Lord  Tenterdm  [after  stating  the  case]  : — ^Two  ques* 
tions  arose  upon  this :  1st,  Whether  it  was  competent 
to  a  corporate  body  to  accept  a  charter  in  part  only,  or 
whether  they  must  not  take  or  reject  altogether.  On 
that  point  there  was  no  difference  of  opinion  among 
the  learned  Judges.  In  former  times  there  was  some 
difference  of  opinion  among  Judges  as  to  whether  or 
not  a  charter  could  be  accepted  in  part,  and  in  part  re- 
jected ;  but  now  there  was  no  difference  of  opinion  on 
that  head ;  and  all  were  agreed  that  a  charter  must  be 
accepted  or  rejected  in  totOy  unless  there  should  appear 
an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  Crown  that  the  body  to 
whom  the  charter  was  given  should  have  the  liberty  and 
power  to  accept  in  part,  and  reject  in  part.  On  that 
bead  there  is  now  no  difference  of  opinion,  and  as  to 
that,  judgment  was  given  below  for  the  Crown» 


West  WOOD. 
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The  other  question  was/ whether  the  bye-law  by  irso. 
which  the  corporation  at  large  delegated  the  power  "T^ 
of  electing  burgesses  to  a  select  body  was  a  good  bye-  ^^  v. 
law  ?  and  whether  the  election  of  the  Defendant  by  the 
select  body  so  authorized,  was  a  good  and  valid  election? 
On  that  point  there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  among 
the  Judges  below,  and  also  among  the  learned  Judges 
who  gave  their  opinions  in  this  House ;  but  a  consider- 
able majority  was  of  opinion  that  the  bye-law  was 
a  good  one,  and  consequently  that  the  Defendant  was 
duly  elected.  Such  also  was  the  opinion  of  a  majority 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  two  being  of  that  opi- 
nion, and  a  third  of  a  different  opinion ;  and  I  enter- 
taining so  much  doubt  that  I  gave  no  opinion  at  all ; 
and  so  judgment  was  entered  up  on  that  point  for  the 
Defendant. 

That  question  arises  in  this  way :  It  was  admitted 
that  the  corporation  existed  from  time  immemorial,  and 
that  the  power  to  make  bye-laws  was  by  common  law 
incident  to  a  corporation ;  but  inasmuch  as  the  charter 
of  Car.  2.  gave  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  to  a  se- 
lect body,  the  question  was,  whether  the  power  of  the 
whole  corporation  to  make  bye-laws  was  not  by  impli. 
cation  taken  away  ?  The  majority  of  the  Judges  were 
of  opinion  that  the  granting  a  power  to  make  bye-laws 
to  the  select  body  did  not  prevent  the  body  at  large 
from  making  bye-laws;  and  that  no  valid  objection 
could  be  made  to  this  election  by  the  select  body  to 
whom  the  power  was  by  the  corporation  at  large  dele- 
gated, except  by  the  body  at  large  itself  1  doubted  ; 
but  the  majority  thought  that  the  power  given  to  the  '■ 
select  body  by  the  charter  was  not  inconsistent  with 
the  power  of  the  corporation  at  large  to  make  bye-laws ; 
and  that  that  power  was  not  taken  away  by  the  charter. 
I  have  had  some  communication  with  the  Lord  Chan- 
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1830.      cellor  on  the  subject,  and  he  agrees  with  the  majority 
liT^'    '      of  the  Judges ;  and  I  also  am  now  of  that  opinion. 

JiOTBLL  o        '  r  ^ 

V.  I  should  mention  that  some  were  of  opinion  that  this 

*"^^^*  bye-law  could  not  be  considered  as  good  under  any 
circumstances,  on  the  principle  that  the  body  at  large 
had  no  right  to  transfer  the  power  to  elect  burgesses 
from  themselves  to  a  select  body.  But  so  many  bye- 
laws  of  this  description  have  been  held  to  be  good, 
that  now  it  may  be  considered  as  settled  that  such  bye- 
laws  may  be  made  by  the  body  at  large.  I  agree, 
therefore,  with  the  majority  of  tfie  Judges  that  this  is 
a  good  and  valid  bye-law,  and  I  recommend  that  in 
all  respects  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  be 
affirmed. 

Affirmed  accordingly. 
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APPEAL, 

FROM    THE    IKIStl    COURT   OF    EXCHEQUER. 

Myles  John  O'Reilly  .        -        -    Appellant.  sjuiy 

Sarah  Featherston,  and  others       Respondents.      ^—^ 

Tenantry  Act8| 

Where  a  tenftnty  having  mortgaged  his  lease,  has  neglected  to    j  n"nt  J^^ 

pay  rent,  and  costs,  or  file  his  bill,  according  to  the  provi-     Mortgagee. 

sions  of  the  Tenantry  Acts,  within  six  months  from  the 

time  of  execution  executed  on  an  ejectment  brought  by  the 

landlord,  the  mortgagee  has  a  further .  period  of  three 

months  within  which  he  may,  by  payment  of  rent  and  costs, 

or  filing  his  bill  and  lodging  the  money  in  Court,  save  the 
lease  from  forfeiture. 


In  the  year  1789  Robert  Johnson  held  a  lease  for  sixty- 
one  years  of  certain  lands  in  the  county  of  Roscom- 
mon, at  a  rent  of  SOO/.,  payable  to  a  Mr.  Knox,  the 
bead  landlord ,  and  these  lands  he  6ub-let  to  some  under- 
tenants at  a  profit-rent.  Johnson  ivas  also  entitled  in 
fee  to  certain  other  lands  in  the  counties  of  Roscommon 
and  Leitrim,  and  mortgaged  both  these  and  the  lease- 
hold lands  to  a  Mr.  Preston,  who  assigned  the  mort- 
gage to  a  Mr,  Walsh.  In  1 807  Johnson  died,  having 
devised  the  whole  of  the  lands  mentioned  to  Francis 
Featherston  and  J.  and  G.  Devenish,  against  whom, 
in  the  same  year,  Walsh  filed  a  bill  of  foreclosure  in 
the  Court  of  Exchequer.  In  1808  the  Appellant, 
Myles  John  O'Reilly,  became  entitled  to  the  interest 
in  the  leasehold  lands  which  had  been  held  by  Knox 
as  head  landlord  ;  and  in  Easter  term  1811,  a  year's 
rent  being  then  due  to  him,  he  brought  an  ejectment  in 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  under  tbe  Tenantry  Acts  ; 

D  4 


.40  CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 

1830.       and  on  the  18th  of  October  1811  he  was  put  in  pes* 
O'Reilly     ^^ssion  by  the  sheriff  under  a  writ  of  habere. 

V.  On  the  20th  of  July  1811  a  decree  was  pronounced 

and  others.  iQ  the  foreclosure  suit  in  favour  of  the  representatives 
of  Walsh  the  mortgagee,  who  had  previously  died. 
The  tenants  of  the  leasehold  premises  had  permitted 
the  six  months  allowed  by  the  Acts  to  expire  without 
having  paid  or  tendered  to  the  landlord  the  amount  of 
the  rent  in  arrear,  and  the  costs  of  the  ejectment,  so 
that  the  landlord  claimed  the  lease  as  forfeited ;  but 
the  mortgagees,  before  the  expiration  of  nine  months 
from  the  time  of  execution  executed  in  the  ejectment, 
tendered  the  full  amount  of  the  rent  and  costs,  which, 
as  they  contended,  was  sufficient  under  the  Acts  to 
save  the  forfeiture ;  but  the  landlord  refused  to  accept 
the  amount  so  tendered ;  and .  then  on  the  @9th  June 
1812  the  mortgi^ees  and  under-tenants  filed  their  bill 
in  the  Exchequer  for  redemption  of  the  lease,  and  paid 
the  money  into  Court ;  and  on  the  9th  May  1817  the 
Court  decreed  that  the  mortgagees  were  entitled  to 
redeem,  and  directed  the  necessary  accounts  to  be 
taken  between  all  the  parties  interested ;  but  the  Appel- 
lant then  entered  into  an  arrangement  with  the  mort-> 
gagees,  by  which  he  paid  them  the  money  due  to  them 
on  the  mortgage,  and  thereupon  obtained  from  them 
an  assignment  of  the  mortgage  to  a  trustee  on  his 
account;  and  then,  considering  the  leasehold  pre- 
mises as  vested  in  himself,  discharged  of  the  lease, 
or  that  he  became  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption, 
he  proceeded  to  sell  the  other  mortgaged  lands  under 
the  decree  of  the  10th  July  1811  in  the  foreclosure 
suit. 

In  January  1821,  Sarah  Featherston,  representative 
of  Francis  Featherston,  filed  a  bill  in  the  Exchequer 
against  the  Appellant  and  others,  and  prayed,  amongst 
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bther  things,  that  all  parties  might  be  restrained  from       1 330. 
proceedings  under  the  foreclosure  decree  of  the  10th    ^ir" 
July  181 1,  until  they  should  have  proceeded  with  effect         v. 
under  the  decree  for  redemption  of  the  9th  May  1817 ;    ^aJd  ooferer 
and  that  the  accounts  directed  by  that  decree  might  be 
taken,  &c.  The  Court  immediately  ordered  the  injunc- 
tion to  issue ;  and  on  the  l6th  July  1824  decreed  that 
the   Respondent,  Sarah  Featherston,  was  entitled  to 
have  the  accounts  taken  as  directed  by  the  decree  of 
the  9tK  May  I8I7  in  the  redemption  cause ;  and  from 
this  decree  the  Appellant  appealed. 

The  cause  was  heard  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  the 
course  of  the  session  1829,  and  it  was  contended  for 
the  Appellant,  that  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the 
said  lease  which  was  subsisting  at  the  time  execution 
was  executed  under  the  judgment  in  ejectment  herein- 
before stated,  became  Jn  effect  from  that  time  vested 
absolutely  in  the  Appellant,  by  virtue  of  the  statutes 
before  mentioned ;  and  was  not  restored  to  or  re-vested 
in  the  evicted  lessees  by  any  subsequent  act  of  the 
mortgagees,  or  of  the  Appellant,  or  otherwise  how- 
soever. 

For  die  Respondents  it  was  contended,  that  accord- 
ing to  the  true  construction  of  the  statutes  for  non- 
payment of  rent  in  Ireland,  if  a  mortgagee  redeem 
widiin  nine  months  after  the  execution  of  a  writ  of 
habere^  founded  on  a  judgment  in  ejectment  for  non- 
payment of  rent,  the  effect  of  such  redemption  is  to  set 
up  the  lease  to  all  intents  and  purposes  for  the  benefit 
of  the  mortgagor,  as  well  as  of  the  mortgagee  so 
redeeming,  and  therefore  the  said  decree  of  the  9th  of 
May  I8I7  was  in  all  respects  well  founded. 

The  main  question  was,  whether  the  tender  of  the 
amount  of  the  rent  and  costs  by  the  mortgagees  to  the 
landlord,  before  the  expiration  of  nine  months  from 
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1850.       the  time  of  execution  executed  in  the  ejectment,  saved 

^^^^^^    the  forfeiture  of  the  lease  for  all  parties.     The  clauses 

V.         in  the  Tenautry  Acts  which  bear  upon  this  question 

aod  others.     ««  aS  follOW  : 

Extracts  from  Irish  Tenantry  Acts,  Stat.  11  Ann.  c.  2* 

(Irish  Act.) 

Recites  incon-  Scction  2d. — And  whcreas  great  inconveniences  do 
wS^Md-  frequently  happen  to  lessors  and  landlords  in  cases  of 
lord«  were  ex-  re-entry  for  non-payment  of  rent,  by  reason  of  the 

many  niceties  that  attend  re-entries  at  common  law; 
and  forasmuch  as  when  a  legal  re-entry  is  made  the 
landlord  or  lessor  must  be  at  the  expense,  charge  and 
delay  of  recovering  in  ejectment  before  he  can  obtain 
the  actual  possession  of  the  demised  premises ;  and  it 
often  happens  that  after  such  a  re-entry  made,  the 
lessee,  or  his  assignee,  upon  one  or  more  bills  filed  in 
a  Court  of  Equity,  not  only  holds  out  the  lessor  or 
landlord  by  an  injunction  from  recovering  the  posses- 
sion, but  likewise  pending  the  said  suit  do  run  much 
After  the  a5th  more  in  arrear,  without  giving  any  security  for  the 
^SV  whM^**  rents  due  when  the  said  re-entry  was  made,  or  which 
more  than  one  shall  or  do  siflerwards  incur ;  for  remedy  whereof,  be 
is^inarrear^'the  it  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that  in  all  cases 
landlord  may    between  landlord  and  tenant,  from  and  after  the  25th 

serve  a  sum-  i      •       i  A  t       :» 

mons  in  eject-  day  of  March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1712,  as  often 
^y°foiTiiai^de-  as  it  shall  happen  that  more  than  one  half  year  s  rent 
mand  and  re-  ^^\\  be  in  arrear,  and  the  landlord  or  lessor  to  whom 

entrv 

the  same  is  due  hath  right  by  law  to  re-enter  for  the 
non-pajonent  thereof,  such  landlord  or  lessor  shall  and 
may,  without  any  formal  demand  or  re-entry,  serve 
a  summons  in  ejectment  for  the  recovery  of  the  de- 
mised premises,  which  summons  in  ejectment  shall 
stand  in  the  place  and  stead  of  a  demand  and  re-entry ; 
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and  in  case  of  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector,  or       issa 
nonsuit  for  not  confessing  lease,  entry  and  ouster,  it  ^^  .^  .^  ^y 
shall  be  made  appear  to  the  Court  where  the  said  suit  be  proved  that 
is  depending,  by  affidavit,  or  to  be  proved  upon  the  rent  Was  dae, 
trial,  in  case  the  Defendant  appears,  that  more  than  *°^  ^Vsuf^* 
half  a  year's  rent  was  due  before  the  said  summons  ficient  dittreM 
was  served,  and  that  no  sufficient  distress  was  to  be  m,  and^b^' 
found   on   the  demised  premises  countervailing  the  hJid^^^eMo 
arrears  then  due,  and  that  the  lessor  or  lessors  in  re-enter, 
ejectment  had  power  to  re-enter,  then  and  in  every 
such  case  the  lessor  or  lessors  in  ejectment  shall  re* 
cover  judgment  and  execution,  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  the  rent  in  arrear  had  been  legally  demanded,  and 
a  re-entry  made ;  and  in  case  the  lessee  or  lessees,  his 
or  their  assigrnee  or  assigiiees,    or  other  person  or  then  d»  land- 
persons  claimmg  or  denvmg  under  the  said  leases,  verjud^ent; 
shall  permit  and  suffer  judgment  to  be  had  and  re- 
covered on  such  ejectment  and  execution  to  be  exe-  and  the  tenant 
cuted   thereon,   without  paying  the  rent  in  arrear,  barred,  if  he^*^ 
toKcther  with  foil  costs,  and  without  filing  any  bill  or  ^  "®^  V^y 
bills  for  relief  in  equity,  within  six  calendar  months  mr  and  costs, 
•after  such  execution  executed,  then  and  in  such  case  montb^^ 
the  said  lessee  and  lessees,  his  or  their  assignee  or 
assignees,  and  all  other  persons  claiming  and  deriving  Remedy  by 
under  the  said  lease,  shall  be  barred  and  foreclosed 
from  all  relief  or  remedy  in  law  or  equity,  other  than 
by  writ  of  error  for  reversal  of  such  judgment,  in  case 
the  same  shall  be  erroneous ;  and  the  said  landlord  or 
lessor  shall  from  thenceforth  hold  the  said  demised 
premises  discharged  from  such  lease ;  and  if  on  such 
ejectment  verdict  shall   pass  for  the  Djefendant  or 
Defendants,  or  the  Plaintiff  or  Plaintiffs  shall  be  non- 
suited therein,  except  Tor  the  Defendant  or  Defend- 
ants not  confessing  lease,  entry  and  ouster,  then  in 
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1830.       every  such  case  such  Defendant  or  Defendants  shall 
,  ^^^[^Y     have  and  recover  his  and  their  full  costs. 

Featherston  (Same  Statute.) 

andociiers.  Scction  3d. — Provided  always,  that  nothing  herein 
The  rights  of  contained  shall  extend  to  bar  the  right  of  any  mort- 
III*j2S^?oT  g^g;^^  ^^  mortgagees  of  such  lease,  or  any  part  there- 
**^*^'  of,  who  shall  not  be  in  possession. 

4th  Geo.  1,  c.  5.     (Irish  Statute.) 
Recites  exist-        Scction  3d. — And  whereas  it  hath  been  a  frequent 
iiig  difficulties  practice  for  sub-sheriffs,  and  seneschals  of  manors,  to 

in  recovenng      r  '  ' 

rents.  take  insufficient  security  on  replevins,  by  which  means 

landlords  have  been  often  put  to  great  trouble,  charges 
and  vexation,  in  recovering  their  rents,  after  judgment 
obtained  in  avowry,:  and  whereas  it  hath  been  found 
difficult  for  landlords  or  lessors  to  prove  the  want  of 
sufficient  distress,  by  reason  of  niceties  that  attend 
such  proof,  whereby  the  said  former  Act  hath  proved 
And  enacts,  in  a  great  measure  ineffectual ;  be  it  therefore  enacted 
s^^hday^oV^    by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that  from  and  after  the 

Dec.  1717,  25th  day  of  December  I717,  as  often  as  it  shall  hap- 
when  more  ■'  /  i    n  i       ,  i  V 

than  one  year's  pen  that  more  than  one  year  s  rent  snail  be  due  and  m 
dne',  *though  ^'^  arrcar  to  any  landlord  or  lessor,  though  there  be 
there  be  a  suf-  distress  sufficient  on  the  land  to  answer  the  said  rent 

ncient distress,  .  i_  i       ii      j        i 

the  landlord  m  arrcar,  such  landlord  or  lessor  may  serve  a  summons 
ejectment/^"   in  ejectment  for  recovery  of  the  demised  premises; 

and  in  case  of  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector,  or 
nonsuit  for  not  confessing  lease,  entry  and  ouster,  if  it 
aiid  if  it  shall  ghall  be  made  appear  to  the  Court  where  the  said  suit 
one  year's  rent  is  depending,  by  the  affidavit  of  such  landlord  or  lessor, 
iai^ioird's^ll  ^^^  agent  or  receiver,  or  that  it  shall  be  made  appear  on 
recover  judg.    the  trial,  in  case  the  Defendant  appears,  that  more 

than  one  year's  rent  was  due  before  die  said  summons 
was  served,  then  and  in  every  such  case  such  land- 
lord or  lessor,  his  lessee  in  ejectment,  shall  recover 
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judgment,  and  have  execution  thereon ;  and  the  jury       is30* 
that  shall  try  such  cause,  in  case  it  shall  be  before     o»jjeill» 
a  jury,  and  if  not,  the  Judge  before  whom  the  judg^  «. 

ment  shall  be  given,  shall  ascertain  the  sum  that  shall    and  othfii% 
be  so  due  and  in  arrear;  and  in  case  the  lessee  or  ir  tenant  suffer 
lessees,  his  or  their  assigns,  or  other  person  or  persons  ^^^"^0*1^ 
claiming  or  deriving  under  the  said  lease,  shall  permit  and  do  not  pay 
and  suffer  judgment  to  be  had  and  recovered  on  such  months  after- 
ejectment  and  execution  to  be  executed  thereon,  with-  ^*^*'  ^®  '^'' 
out  paying  on  demand   the  rent  so  ascertained  as  barred. 
aforesaid  to  be  in  arrear,  together  with  full   costs, 
which  the  officer  is  hereby  empowered  to  tax,  or  dcr 
positing  the  same  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  on  filing  a  bill 
within  six  months  after  execution  executed,  then  and 
in  such  case  the  said  lessee  or  lessees,  his  or   their 
assignee  or  assignees,  and  all  other  persons  claiming 
or  deriving  under  the  said  lease,  shall  be  barred  and 
foreclosed  from  all  relief  or  remedy  in  law  or  equity^ 
other,  than  by  writ  of  error  for  reversal  of  such  judg- 
ment, in  case  the  same  shall  be  erroneous ;  and  the  And  the  land 
said   landlord  or  lessor  shall  from  thenceforth  hold  chuj^^of^ 
the  said  demised  premises  discharged  from  such  lease*    ^^^^* 

(Same  Statute.) 
Section  5th. — Provided  always,  that  nothing  therein  Rights  of 
contained  shall  extend  to  bar  the  right  of  any  mort-  JJ^'^'^S^e!!- 
gagee  of  such  lease,  or  any  part  thereof,  who  shall  not  «o">  »^«>* 
be  in  possession. 

8th  Geo.  1,  c.  2.     (Irish  Statute.) 
Section  4th.  —And  be  it  enacted,  by  the  authority  Mortgagees  to 
aforesaid,  that  where  any  lease,  for  avoiding  of  which  ^  haw^e"^ 
such  ejectment  is  brought,  shall,  before  the  bringring:  months  to  pay 

1       .  J  •  •    -  111      the  arrear  after 

such  ejectment,  have  been  mortgaged  for  a  valuable  execution  eze- 
consideration,  and  the  lessee  and  mortgagee,  and  their  ^^* 
respective  assignees,  shall  be  duly  served  with  sum- 
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1830.       iDons  in  the  said  ejectment,  and  a  proper  affidavit  or 
^Ji^^^^^     affidavits  of  the  said  summons  shall  be  made  and  duly 
V-  filed,  and  the  Plaintiff  shall  obtain  judgment  and  exe- 

and  others,  cution  in  the  said  ejectment,  then  if  the  said  mort- 
gagee, or  his  assignee,  shall  not  within  nine  monthsi 
after  such  execution  executed  pay  or  tender  unto  such 
landlord  or  lessor  the  said  rent  in  arrear  and  costs, 
to  be  ascertained  in  such  maimer  as  in  and  by  the  said 
Acts  is  directed  and  appointed,  then  such  mortgagee, 
or  his  assignee,  shall  be  barred  and  foreclosed  of  all 
relief  or  remedy  in  law  or  equity,  on  account  of 
the  said  mortgage;  and  the  said  landlord  or  lessor 
shall  from  thenceforth  hold  and  enjoy  the  demised 
premises,  discharged  and  freed  from  the  said  mort- 
gage, and  the  equity  of  redemption,  any  thing  in  the 
6aid  Acts,  or  any  law  to  the  contrary,  notwithstanding. 
Mortgages  and  Section  5th. — And  be  it  further  enacted,  by  the 
S*n^iw«i  ^  authority  aforesaid,  that  all  and  every  mortgage  of  any 
within  six       lease,   and  every  assignment  thereof  already  made, 

shall  be  registered  before  the  S4th  day  of  June  which 
shall  be  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  17@S,  in  such  manner 
as  is  required  by  the  statute  for  public  registering  of 
deeds,  conveyances  and  wills ;  and  all  such  mor^ages 
and  assignments  hereafter  to  be  made  shall  be  regis- 
tered in  like  manner  within  six  calendar  months  after 
perfection  thereof;  and  in  default  of  registering  such 
mortgage  or  assignment  in  manner  aforesaid,  the  land- 
lord or  lessor  may  proceed  in  ejectment,  and  obtain 
judgment  and  execution  thereon,  although  such  mort- 
gagee or  assignee  be  not  served  with  summons  in 
ejectment,  in  such  manner  as  if  such  mortgagee  or 
assignee  had  been  duly  served. 
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On  the  5th  July  1830,  Judgment  was  given.  5  July  leso. 

liOrd  Chancelbr : — The  question  in  this  case  de-  Judgment. 
pends  on  the  construction  of  the  Irish  statutes  of  the 
11th  Anne,  and  the  4th  and  8th  Geo.  1,  called  the 
Tenantry  Acts.  The  efiect  of  these  Acts  is,  that  if  the 
rent  be  in  arrear  for  a  year,  the  landlord  may  have 
jodgment  and  execution  in  ejectment ;  and  if  the  tenant 
does  not  pay  his  rent  and  the  costs  of  the, ejectment 
within  six  months  from  the  time  of  the  execution 
executed,  or  file  a  bill,  and  pay  the  money  into  Court, 
his  right  is  barred,  and  the  landlord  shall  have  the  land 
free  from  the  lease.  Such  was  the  enactment  in  the 
Act  of  the  4th  Geo.  1,  which,  like  the  statute  of  Anne, 
contained  a  general  saving  clause  in  favour  of  mort- 
gagees. Then  came  the  Act  of  the  8th  Geo.  1 ,  saving 
the  rights  of  mortgagees  more  precisely.  As  the 
tenant  was  allowed  six  months  time  to  pay,  the  mort* 
gagee  was  allowed  nine  months  time  to  pay  before  his 
right  became  forfeited,  and  the  landlord  had  the  land 
free  of  the  lease. 

The  question  arising  in  this  case  is  of  this  de* 
scription :  Whether  when  the  tenant  having  mortgaged 
the  lease  neglects  to  pay  his  rent  in  proper  time,  the 
iDor^gee  can  save  the  forfeiture  by  paying  the  rent 
and  costs  after  the  expiration  of  the  six  months,  but 
before  the  expiration  of  the  nine  months  P  This  is  a 
question  of  great  importance  and  general  interest.  It 
is  clear  that  the  lease  is  in  the  mortgagee.  It  is 
the  legal  estate,  and  the  security  for  his  debt;  and 
it  is  difficult  to  perceive,  if  the  payment  of  the  rent 
and.  costs  has  efiect  and  operation  for  one  purpose, 
why  it  should  mot  have  efiect  nnd  operation  for  all 
purposes. 

In  the  course  oCthe  argument  at  the  Bar,  a  question 
was  askfid,  which  still  remains  unanswered.    Suppose 


/ 

f 
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1830.       the  mortgagee  assigns  the  mortgage  with  covenants, 
^^Z^""^      what  would  be  the  situation  of  the  landlord  ?  Would 

O  Reilly 

V.         he  be  bound  by  the  covenants  ?    It  would  be  extra- 
an^othenf  Ordinary  if  he  were  to  be  bound  by  the  covenants,  and 
yet  that  the  tenant  should  lose  his  estate. 

But  it  is  stated  in  the  Act,  that,  in  case  the  tenant 
neglects  to  pay,  the  landlord  shall  hold  the  land  free 
from  the  lease ;  and  it  is  c  intended,  that  such  being  the 
case,  the  right  of  the  tenant  could  not  be  set  up  again 
by  the  payment  of  the  rent  and  costs  by  the  mortgagee. 
But  all  the  Acts  must  be  taken  together,  and  when  so 
taken  it  is  clear  that  these  words  of  the  8th  Geo.  1, 
cannot  be  construed  literally,  for  one  object  of  the  Act 
was  to  save  the  right  of  the  mortgagee ;  and  if  on  the 
neglect  of  the  tenant  to  pay  the  rent,  the  landlord 
were  to  hold  the  land  completely  discharged  of  the 
lease,  the  right  of  the  mortgagee  would  be  defeated, 
for  the  lease  is  his  interest  in  the  premises.  The 
words  therefore  cannot  be  taken  literally,  and  if  the 
tenant  does  not  pay  within  the  six  months  the  forfeiture 
may  be  prevented,  by  the  tenant  and  mortgagee  paying 
before  the  expiration  of  the  nine  months. 

It  was  said  in  the  course  of  the  argument  that  the 
effect  of  the  Acts  was  not  to  set  up  the  lease  in  the 
tenant,  but  to  transfer  the  equity  of  redemption  to  the 
landlord.  If  that  was  so,  the  Legislature  should  have 
said  so.  But  so  far  from  it,  that  the  language  em^ 
ployed  has  a  contrary  tendency,  stating,  that  the  lease 
would  be  forfeited  in  case  of  nonpayment  by  the  mort* 
gagee  before  the  expiration  of  nine  months,  implying, 
that  in  case  the  payment  should  be  made  within  the 
time  limited,  the  lease  would  be  still  in  force,  so  that 
there  was  no  transfer  of  the  equity  of  redemption. 
The  force  of  this  was  felt  at  the  Bar,  and  reference  was 
made  to  different  parts  of  the  act  to  show  that  it  was 
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drawn  loosely,  and  it  was  contended  that  the  words       I890. 
ought  to  receive  an  interpretation  different  from  their     o'itEiLx.r 
ordinary  meanino:.     But  the  equity  of  redemption  are  „     ^- 

Fbatheustov 

words  SO  familiar,  that  this  could  hardly  be  the  inten-     and  othen. 
tion  of  tl^e  Legislature,  and  the  words  of  the  Act  must 
be  understood  according  to  their  ordinary  and  legal 
import  and  meaning. 

It  was  asked  why  six  months  had  been  made  the 
period  for  the  tenant  to  save  his  interest,  and  nine 
months  for  the  mortgagee.  It  does  not  seem  difficult 
to  discover  the  reason  for  that.  It  was  the  duty  of  the 
tenant  to  pay  in  the  first  instance ;  but  if  the  tenant 
neglected,  then  it  was  but  reasonable  that  the  mort- 
gagee should  have  time  and  notice,  after  the  failure  of 
die  tenant,  to  isave  the  lease,  which  was  his  interest. 
This  appears  to  me  to  be  the  reasonable  construction 
of  the  Acts,  and  it  is  one  which  is  free  from  the  ano- 
malies which  were  referred  to  in  the  argument.  If  it 
is  reasonable  that  the  tenant  should  have  six  months  to 
pay  the  rent  and  costs,  it  is  reasonable  that  the  mort- 
gagee should  have  a  further  term  to  save  his  intereist ; 
and  if  the  payment  is  not  made  in  nine  months  the 
landlord  then  has  his  forfeiture,  and  then  all  is  right. 
There  is  no  inconvenience  in  this,  for  it  is  merely  ex- 
tending the  time  for  the  payment  which  is  necessary  to 
save  the  forfeiture.  It  was  said  that  Lord  Redesdale 
intimated  a  different  opinion  in  a  case,  called  Nesbitt 
and  Trevitt,  but  then  that  was  not  the  ground  of 
the  judgment  The. question  there  was  decided  oa 
another  ground,  and  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  thiei 
point.  We  have  lost  the  benefit  of  the  assistance  of 
that  eminent  man  by  death,  but  he  read  the  papers  in 
this  cause,  and  was  far  from  entertaining  the  opinion 
which  he  is  said  to  have  intimated  in  Nesbitt  and 
Trevitt     So  the  late  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland, 

Vol.  ir.  e 


50  CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 

1 830.  I  mean  Lord  Manners,  was  present  at  the  argumenti 
(yREUJLY  ^^^  ^^^^  *^®  papers.  I  have  conversed  with  him  on 
V.  the  subject,  and  he  does  not  agree  in  the  opinion  said 
and  (Others,  to  havc  been  intimated  by  Lord  Redesdale,  but  entirely 
concurs  with  me  in  my  construction  of  the  Acts.  If 
this  construction  should  be  adopted  there  will  be  little 
difficulty  in  deciding  this  case.  The  representatives  of 
the  mortgagee  have  filed  their  bill|  and  paid  the  money 
into  Court  before  the  expiration  of  the  nine  months, 
and  under  these  circumstances  I  am  satisfied  that  the 
Court  below  was  right  in  holding  that  the  right  of  the 
mortgagee  was  not  sunk,  nor  the  lease  forfeited,  other- 
wise it  would  be  a  great  object  with  the  landlord  to 
make  an  arrangement  with  the  tenant  to  defeat  the 
claims  of  a  mortgagee  or  sub-lessee,  llie  Bill  in  this 
case  was  filed  in  1821,  and  the  Plaintiff*,  Sarah  Feather- 
ston,  prayed  that  she  might  be  declared  entitled  to 
proceed  with  the  account  taken  under  the  decree  of 
1817*  The  question  then  resolves  itself  into  a  question 
of  form,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  Court  below  did 
what  was  correct  as  between  the  landlord  and  the  other 
persons  lawfully  interested.  It  is  clear  that  die  relative 
•rights  of  the  parties  could  never  be  adjusted  till  these 
accounts  are  taken,  and  the  Court  did  right  in  de- 
claring Sarah  Featherston  entitled  to  adopt  and  proceed 
in  these  accounts,  so  that  the  rights  might  be  adjusted 
on  the  one  side  and  the  other,  reserving  to  itself  to  dis- 
pose of  the  Aiture  questions  that  might  arise  in  the 
case,  and  I  propose,  therefore,  that  the  decree  be 
affirmed. 

Affirmed  accordingly. 
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APPEAL 


FROM    THE    IKISH   COURT   OF    CHANCERY. 


WiLLSON       -  -  . 

Carhichael,  and  others 


-    Appellant. 
•    Respondents. 


An  Executor,  conducting  suits  as  solicitor  for  the  Legatees 
under  the  will  of  his  testator,  not  allowed  his  costs  in  the 
first  instance,  where  it  appeared  that  he  had  conducted  the 
tsuits  in  a  negligent  and  tardy  manner. 


5  April  1B29; 
10  June  1830. 

Executor. 

Legatees. 

Costs. 

Computation 

of  iuterest. 


Andrew  CARMICHAEL,  of  the  city  of  Dublin, 
solicitor,  by  will,  dated  the  24th  April  1794,  devised 
and  bequeathed  his  property  to  be  divided  in  equal 
shares  between  and  among  his  wife  and  children ;  and 
made  Willson,  also  a  solicitor,  who  was  married  to  one 
of  his  daughters,  sole  executor.  Carmichael,  who 
died  in  the  same  year,  had  been  a  practising  attorney, 
and  clerk  of  the  Crown  and  Peace  for  several  counties 
in  Ireland,  and  almost  the  whole  of  his  personal  pro- 
perty consbted  of  bonds,  mortgages  and  judgment- 
debts  ;  and  the  Appellant  had  to  institute  and  defend 
various  suits  at  law  and  in  equity  relative  to  the  assets 
of  his  testator. 

In  181S  the  widow,  and  all  the  children  of  the  tes- 
tator, except  Appellant's  wife,  filed  their  bill  in  Chan- 
cery against  the  Appellant,  (executor)  praying  for  the 
usual  accounts,  and  also  for  an  inquiry  as  to  the  suits, 
whether  necessarily  and  properly  instituted,  conducted 
and  defended  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate.  The  Ap- 
pellant answered,  and  rendered  an  account ;  and  after 
the  usual  further  proceedings  the  cause  was  heard  on 
the  14th  April  1818,  when  a  decree  was  pronounced, 
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1830.  by  which  it  was  referred  to  Thomas  Ellis,  Esq.  one  of 
^j;^2^K  ^^®  Masters  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  take  certain 
«•  accounts  of  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  testa- 
and  others,  tor,  Audrcw  Carmichael,  with  various  special  direc- 
tions ;  and  amongst  other  things,  the  said  Master  was 
directed  to  inquire  whether  any,  and  what,  sums  of 
money  due  to  the  estate  of  said  testator,  had  been  lost 
by  the  default  or  negligence  of  the  said  Appellant ; 
and  whether  any,  and  which,  of  the  suits  in  the  plead- 
ings mentioned  were  necessarily  and  properly  instituted, 
carried  on,  or  defended,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
estate ;  and  whether  the  same,  or  any  of  them,  were  so 
instituted  or  defended  widi  die  knowledge  and  appro- 
bation of  Respondents,  or  any,  and  which  of  them,  or 
not ;  and  that  the  Master  was,  in  taking  the  said  last- 
mentioned  account,  to  tax  and  compute  the  amount  of 
said  executor's  several  bills  of  costs,  for  business  done 
by  him  as  attorney  in  the  said  several  causes,  without 
prejudice,  nevertheless,  to  the  question,  whether  said 
Appellant,  Thomas  Willson,  being  an  executor,  was,  as 
an  attorney,  to  be  allowed  such  costs,  or  any  of  them, 
except  so  far  as  he  had  paid  and  disbursed  money  on 
account  of  such  costs. 

The  Master  afterwards  made  his  Report,  part  of 
which  was  as  follows : 

*'  I  find  that  the  several  suits  instituted  by  the  said 
*^  defendant,  as  executor,  against  Laurence  Geoghegan, 
^  Deborah  and  Thomas  Lowndes,  Arthur  Nicholls,  and 
'*  others,  and  Martin  Armstrong,  and  others,  were  pro- 
^^  peiiy  instituted  and  commenced  by  said  executor ; 
*^  but  whether  with  the  knQwkdge  of  such  of  the 
^  legatees  of  said  Carmichael  as  were  then  adults,  has 
^*  hot  appeared  in  evidence  before  me :  I  find,  how- 
'*  ever,  that  said  causes  were  not  conducted  with  due 
**  diligence,  or  due  regard  to  the  interest,  or  to  the 
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^  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  properties  on  which       isso. 
^*  the  debts  due  in  such  cases  were  secured  ;  and     willton 
**  find,  that  by  such  deky  and  default  in  prosecuting  v. 

"  said  causes,  the  recovery  of  the  debts  due  in  all  of  aildotbert.*^ 
*'  them  has  been  unnecessarily  delayed,  and  in  some 
'^  of  them,  probably  endangered ;  and  have  therefore 
**  disallowed  the  defendant  credit  for  the  costs  of  same ; 
''  and  humbly  submit,  whether  the  claim  of  said  de- 
"  fendant  for  the  costs  of  said  suits,  should  not  for  the 
''  present  be  postponed  till  the  debts  due  in  said  causes 
"  shall  be  respectively  recovered,  and  the  defendant 
'*  be  enabled  to  recover  said  costs,  as  between  party 
and  party,  out  of  said  estates,  with  liberty  to  claim 
against  the  assets  for  such  bills  of  costs,  as  between 
solicitor  and  client,  when  duly  taxed,  as  may  then 
"  eventually  and  fairly  be  due  to  him." 

The  Appellant  excepted  to  this  part  of  the  report ; 
but  by  order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  the  ISth  July 
iand  6th  December  1825,  the  exceptions  were  over- 
ruled, and  the  report  was  in  other  respects  confirmed  ; 
and  on  the  Slst  May  1826,  the  Lord  Chancellor  made 
this  further  decretal  order  in  the  cause  : 

*'  Refer  it  back  to  the  Master ;  and  in  the  taking  of 
^  the  accounts  let  the  Master  charge  simple  interest 
on  the  sums  found  by  said  Report  to  be  in  the 
executor's  hands  in  each  year  to  the  date  of  said 
Report  of  24th  February  1826,  as  the  shares  of  said 
'*  legatees,  and  credit  the  executor  with  the  payments 
^  in  each  year,  with  interest  from  the  time  of  such 
*^  payments  to  the  date  of  said  Report  (except  as  to 
**  the  said  infants  during  the  period  of  their  infancy) ; 
'*  and  declare  that  during  the  said  period  the  said 
^^  executor  is  not  to  be  credited  with  payments  beyond 
*'  the  interest  on  the  shares  of  said  infants;  and  let  the 
*'  Master  strike  a  balance  on  the  said  several  accounts 
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J  830.       "  between    the   executor   and    said   several    parties 
^^^]^^     '**  respectively,  and  as  to  the  other  points,  let  same  and 
V*         "  all  further  directions  be  reserved  until  return  of  the 
;ind  others.    **  Master's  further  report/* 

From  this  decree  the  legatees  appealed,  on  the 
ground  that  the  executor  had  not  been  charged  with 
interest  as  he  ought  to  have  been,  but  the  decree  was 
affirmed  with  a  variation* 

The  executor  (the  Appellant)  lodged  this  cross-appeal 
against  the  decretal  orders  which  over-ruled  his  excep- 
tions, and  submitted  that  they  ought  to  be  reversed  for 
the  following  among  other  reasons : 

First.— Because  the  object  of  the  inquiry  directed 
by  the  decree  was  to  ascertain  whether  any  suit  had 
been  wantonly  and  unnecessarily  instituted  or  carried 
on,  and  for  the  mere  puipose  of  profit  to  the  Appellant, 
and  not  to  measure  the  degree  of  diligence  with  which 
he  proceeded,  which  was  quite  immaterial,  if  no  ulti- 
mate loss  accrued,  and  this  was  made  the  subject  of 
a  distinct  inquiry,  viz.  whether  any  debts  were  lost 
by  his  neglect  or  default^  and  no  such  loss  has  been 
reported* 

Secondly. — If  it  was  intended  to  make  Appellant 
responsible  for  negligence  as  a  solicitor,  it  ought  to 
have  been  the  subject  of  an  action,  and  not  of  an  in- 
quiry before  the  Master. 

Tliirdly* — ^The  decree  did  not  give  the  Master  any 
authority  to  adjudicate  what  should  be  the  conse- 
quences of  such  neglect,  ev^i  if  properly  found,  much 
less  to  award  such  a  penalty  as  the  total  loss  of  Appel- 
lant's costs,  when  at  most  he  could  only  be  made  liable 
in  an  action  for  the  actual  damage  sustained  by  reason 
of  such  neglect,  and  even  in  an  action  for  his  costs, 
such  neglect,  though  of  the  grossest  kind,  could  not 
be  made  a  defence  to  the  action. 
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Fourthly. — But  even  supposing  the  decree  to  have       isso. 
authorized  such  a  report,  and  to  be  unobjectionable,  in     willsoit 
doing  so  the  Master  had  no  su£Bcient  evidence  to  war-  _     v. 
rant  his  report,  nor  had  the  court  to  warrant  it,  in  over-    and  others. 
ruling  said  exceptions. 

Fifthly. — ^The  PlaintiiTs  submitting  to  and  attending 
a  re-taxation  of  the  costs,  amounted  to  a  complete  ad- 
mission of  the  right  to  the  sum  ascertained  by  such 
re-taxation  to  have  been  properly  incurred ;  and  the 
result  of  such  proceeding  ought  to  have  been  binding 
on  the  Master  who  ordered  it,  as  well  as  the  parties 
who  concurred  therein. 

Sixthly. — The  notion,  that  because  an  executor  hap- 
pened to  be  a  solicitor  he  was  not  entitled  to  costs 
incurred  by  him  as  such,  was  a  total  misapplication  of 
the  rule  that  a  trustee  should  not  make  profit  of  his 
trust ;  the  costs  here  were  in  a  great  measure  actual 
disbursements  for  the  benefit  of  the  assets,  and  the 
rest  were  a  remuneration  for  the  labour  and  skill  of 
the  Appellant  as  solicitor,  and  for  that  which  he  neither 
did,  nor  could  do,  merely  in  his  character  of  executor 
or  trustee. 

Seventhly.— The  result  of  the  account  as  now  taken, 
is,  that  an  executor  has  been  refused  credit  for  monies 
expended  out  of  his  pocket  for  the.  benefit  of  the  estate, 
although  more  than  the  amount  of  such  expenditure 
has  thereby  been  brought  into  the  assets,  and  credit 
given  for  it,  and  the  original  debt  still  in  a  state  of 
sc^vency  and  security  not  less  than  ever  it  was. 

The  Respondents,  the  legatees,  on  the  other  hand, 
contended,  that  the  orders  over-ruling  the  exceptions 
ought  to  be  affirmed,  and  the  cross-appeal  dismissed  for 
the  following  among  other  reasons : 
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1830.  First. — Because  it   clearly  appears   that  the  said 

WiLLsoN     Appellant  did  not  conduct  the  suits,  the  subject  of  the 

^'         said  first,  second,  third,  and  eighth  exceptions,  mth 

and  other».    due  diligence,  or  a  due  regard  to  the  interests  of  the 

testator's  estate,  or  to  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the 

properties  on  which  the  debts  sought  to  be  recovered 

^     in  the  said  suits  were  secured ;  but,  on  the  contrary, 

conducted  the  same  with  great  negligence,  and  in  such 

a  manner  as  to  impair  the  said  securities,  and  let  them 

waste  away,   and  greatly  to  increase  the  costs  of  the 

suits ;  and  so  that  the  recovery  of  the  said  debts  has 

been  not  only  unnecessarily  and  improperly  delayed, 

but  has  been  also  not  merely  endangered,  but  for  the 

most  part  frustrated,  and  rendered  hopeless. 

Secondly. — Because  it  clearly  appears,  that  the  Mas- 
ter has  given  credit  to  the  said  Appellant  for  all  such 
costs  as  he  was  entitled  to,  within  the  spirit  and  mean- 
ing, and  directions  of  the  decree  of  the  14th  of  April 
1818. 

Thirdly.-— Because  the  said  Master  was  authorized 
by  the  said  decree  to  disallow  the  costs  of  suits  which  he 
should  find  to  have  been  conducted  without  due  dili- 
gence, or  due  regard  to  the  interests  of  the  testator's 
estate,  or  to  the  circumstances  of  the  property  on  which 
the  debts  in  the  said  causes  were  secured. 

The  cause  was  heard  in  the  course  of  the  session 
1839»  and  on  5di  April  1830  judgment  was  given. 

5 April  1830.       Lord  Chancellor: — This  case  may,  to  appearance, 
udgmen .    ^^^  somewhat  complicated ;  but,  by  detaching  the 
unnecessary  matter,  the  real  points  for  consideratioR 
may  be  briefly  stated. 

The  questions  arose  on  the  will  of  a  Mr.  Andrew 
Carmichael,  a  solicitor,  dated  so  far  back  as  April 
1794,  by  which  he  bequeathed  the  bulk  of  his  pro- 
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perty  to  his  widow  and  children,  and  ^appointed 
Willson,  also  a  solicitor,  who  had  married  one  of  his 
daughters,  sole  executor.  In  the  administration  of  the 
assets  it  became  necessary  to  institute  and  defend  a 
great  many  suits,  which  of  course  caused  a  consider- 
able sum  to  be  expended  in  costs,  so  that  costs  formed 
a  material  object  in  the  present  suit  These  suits  went 
on  for  nearly  seventeen  years,  and  at  last,  in  October 
1812,  the  legatees  filed  their  bill  in  Chancery  against 
the  executor,  praying  that  the  usual  accounts  might  be 
taken  of  the  testator's  assets,  and  that  an  inquiry  might 
be  directed  as  to  whether  the  suits  had  been  properly 
instituted,  conducted  and  defended.  The  executor 
answered  in  May  1813,  but  no  decree  was  made  till 
April  1818,  when  the  Master  was  directed  to  take  the 
account  of  the  assets,  and  to  make  the  inquiry  prayed 
for,  and  to  report.  The  Master .  made  his  report,  in 
which  he  stated,  as  to  three  of  the  suits,  that  they  had 
been  properly  instituted,  but  not  properly  conducted, 
since  in  the  proceedings  there  had  been  great  negli- 
gence, and  delay  on  the  part  of  the  executor,  and  that 
therefore  he  had  made  no  allowance  in  the  first 
instance  to  the  executor  for  the  costs  of  those  suits. 
To  this  part  of  the  report  exceptions  were  taken ;  and 
the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  after  hearing  them 
argued,  was  satisfied  that  the  Master  was  right,  and 
confirmed  diat  part  of  the  report. 

I  iiave  heard  the  case  argued  at  length,  and  I  have 
examined  the  evidence  with  great  care,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  there  was  much  delay  and  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  executor,  who  was  himself  the  solicitor 
for  the  legatees.  The  question  then  is,  whether  the 
Master  judged  wrong  in  not  allowing  the  executor  his 
costs  of  these  suits  in  the  first  instance.    I  concur  with 
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APPEAL 

FROM   TH£   COURT   OF    SESSION    IN    SCOTLAND. 

i6thNov         Mackenzie  and  others-        -    Appellants. 
V— ^^         Anderson  and  others    -        -    Respondents. 

Price  of  Real 
Estate  sold     Where  the  price,  or  any  part  of  it,  of  an  inheritable  (real) 

and  burdened  ^  ^  ^  .  -jj*  ji^xi. 

on  Property        estate  remains  unpaid,  and  is  made,  by  the  ccmveyance,  a 

^  Mf  "^^^        burden  on  the  estate  till  paid,  the  price,  or  that  part  of  it 

^  which  remains  unpaid,  and  is  so  made  a  burden  on  the 

estate,  does  not  go  to  the  executor  or  administrator,  but 

remains  heritable,  and  descends  to  the  heir  at  law. 


1  HIS  Appeal  arose  out  of  an  action  of  multiple 
poinding  raised  by  James  Pedie,  writer  to  the  signet, 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  those  shares  of  the 
price  of  an  heritable  property  at  Broughton,  in  the 
neighbourhood  of  Edinburgh,  for  which  the  Appellant 
and  Respondent  were  competitors. 

This  property  originally  belonged  to  Mrs.  Steven, 
widow  of  Henry  Anderson,  fanner  at  Broughton,  who 
died  in  1791,  leaving  a  deed  of  settlement,  conveying 
it  to  her  children,  equally  among  them.  She  was 
survived  by  seven  children,  viz. 

1 .  William  (the  Respondent's  father)  bom  26  July 
1741. 

S.  Margaret  (Mrs.  Bogue)  14  July  1745. 

3.  Henry  (unmarried)  91  March  1751. 

4.  Rachael  (unmarried)  3  June  1753. 

5.  Agnes  (the  Appellant's  mother)  17  June  1755. 

6.  Mary  (unmarried)  6  March  1759. 

7.  Jean  (Mrs.  Sommers)  11  Sept.  I762. 

The  property  thus  came  to  be  divided  in  seven 
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equal  shares  among  those  children,  in  all  of  whom, 
with  the  exception  of  the  eldest  son  and  heir,  the  suc- 
cession was  ^conquesU\  The  property  was  held  bjr 
them,  pro  indivm^  until  the  2d  of  November  18S2^ 
when  it  was  sold  to  Mr.  Pedie,  the  Pursuer  of  the 
process  of  multiple  poinding,  with  the  exception  of 
the  share  which  belonged  to  Mrs.  Sommers,  the 
youngest  child. 

In  the  interval,  between  the  year  1791}  when  the 
succession  opened  to  those  parties,  and  18S2,  when 
the  property  was  sold,  five  of  these  children  had  died, 
viz.  William  (the  eldest  son),  Margaret  (Mrs.  Bogue), 
Rachael,  Agnes,  and  Mary ;  and,  on  the  Sd  of.  No- 
vember 1822,  the  shares  of  the  property  stood  vested 
as  follows : 

1st.  The  Respondent  was  entitled  to  the  share  which 
belonged  to  his  father,  William,  the  eldest  son,  and 
also  to  the  share  of  Mrs.  Bogue,  to  which  his  father 
was  entitled,  as  heir  of  conquest. 

2dly.  Henry  Anderson  was  entitled  to  his  own 
share,  and  to  the  shares  of  his  two  youngest  sister^, 
Rachel,  and  Mary,  as  their  heir  of  conquest  The 
Appellant,  Mrs.  Mead,  was  entitled  to  one  share,  in 
right  of  her  mother ;  and  the  remaining  share  belonged 
to  Mrs.  Sommers. 

The  Respondent,  who  thus  held  two  of  those  shares, 
resided  in  the  West  Indies.  His  uncle,  Henry,  who 
held  three  shares,  resided  in  England.  The  Appellant, 
who  held  one  share  in  right  of  her  mother,  also  resided 
in  England.  Those  parties  came  to  the  resolution  of 
disposing  of  their  shares  of  this  property ;  and,  with 
that  view,  gave  the  necessary  authority  to  Mr.  Thomas 
Baillie,  writer  in  Edinburgh,  who  accordingly  sold  this 
property  to  Mr.  Pedie,  in  terms  of  the  following  mis- 
gives.—"  Edinburgh,  2d   November  1822.     Sir,   I 
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^*  hereby  offer  you,  for  the  three  fourth  parts  of  the 
''  property  at  Broughton,  belonging  to  your  clients, 
'*  Messrs.  Anderson  and  Miss  Mackenzie,  the  sum  of 
'^  two  diousand  seven  hundred  poundssterling(2;700A), 
^^  payable  as  follows :  viz.  two  thirds  thereof  two  years 
'*  after  Whitsunday  next,  which  is  to  be  my  term  of 
entry  to  the  premises;  and  to  bear  interest  from 
said  term  of  Whitsunday  18^,  at  four  per  centf  and 
to  remain  a  burden  over  the  property  till  paid^  and  the 
remaining  third  part  to  be  payable  at  Whitsunday 
'^  nexL  I  shall  further  be  at  the  expense  of  the  divi- 
V  sion  of  the  property  with  Mrs.  Sommers ;  and  I  am 
<<  to  have  right  to  the  rents  from  and  after  Whitsunday 
'^  next  Your  acceptance  of  this  offer,  for  behoof 
*^  of  your  constituents,  will  oblige  and  bind.  Sir, 
^^  your  most  obedient  servant,  (signed)  Ja.  Pedie." 
Address,  "  Thos.  Baillie,  Esq.  Writer,  Edinburgh.''— 
^'  Edinburgh,  Sd  November  18S2.  I  accept  your 
offer  before  written^  on  the  part  of  my  constituents ; 
and  I  am,  Sir,  your  most  obedient  servant,  (signed) 
^^  Thomas  Baillie." 

These  missives  were  written  under  the  idea  that  the 
powers  of  Mr.  Baillie  to  effect  a  sale  were  limited  to 
three  fourths  of  the  property ;  but  when  it  was  under- 
stood that  he  had  power  to  sell  six  shares,  the  follow- 
ing  addition  was  made :  ^^  As  it  has  appeared  since 
'^  the  date  of  the  above  missives  that  the  shares  of 
'^  the  Broughton  property  belonging  to  Mr.  Baillie's 
'*  constituents  extend  to  six  sevenths,  in  place  of 
*^  three  fourths,  and  as  it  was  our  intention  that  their 
'^  whole  rights  should  be  comprehended  in  the  sale  to 
'*  Mr.  Pedie,  it  is  declared  that  the  difference  between 
^^  the  three  fourths  and  syc  seventh  shares  shall  be 
^^  held  to  be  sold  to  Mr.  Pedie,  he  paying  the  ad- 
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'*  ditional  price  in  proportion  to  the  three  fourths. 
'^  (signed)  Thomas  Bailli£,  James  Pedie.*' 

Mr.  Henry  Anderson,  who  had  right  to  three  of 
these  pro  indiviso  shares,  died  in  October  1829,  with- 
out any  regular  conveyance  having  been  executed  in 
&vonr  of  Mr.  Pedie,  the  purchaser,  and  while  the  bar- 
gain rested  on  the  footing  of  these  missives.  He  left 
a  will  in  the  English  form,  dated  7th  April  1819» 
whereby  he  '^gave,  devised  and  bequeathed  all  and' 

every  my  freehold  estates  in  England,  or  elsewhere ; 

and  also,  all  and  every  my  copyhold  and  customary 
*^  estates,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments  whatsoever 
^^  and  wheresoever  situate,  with  all  and  every  of  their 
^'  rights,  members  and  appurtenances,  to  his  niece, 
*'  Jane  Mackenzie,  now  Mrs.  Mead,  the  Appellant 

These  are  the  facts  of  the  case ;  and  the  following 
are  the  pleas  in  law  lodged  for  the  parties  : 
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Note  of  pleas  in  law  for  William  Anderson  and  his 
attoroies. 

The  defendant  rests  his  claim  upon  the  law  of  herit- 
able succession ;  and  pleads : 

1st.  In  regard  to  two  six^  shares  of  the  fond  in 
mediOj  correspcmding  to  two  seventh  shares  of  the 
whole  property  of  Broughton^  which  two  shares  of  the 
property  at  the  time  of  the  Defender's  father's  death 
stood  vested  in  his  person,  that  one  of  these  shares 
belonged  to  his  father  in  his  own  right,  and  the  other 
as  heir  to  his  sister  Margaret,  in  whose  person  this 
pro  indwiso  share  of  the  property  was  conquest,  and 
that  the  Claimant's  father,  William  Anderson,  as  her 
immediate  dder  brother,  was  her  heir  of  conquest. 
The  right  to  these  two  shftres  being  thus  vested  in  the 
Claimant's  father  at  the  time  of  his  death,  he  pleads, 
that,  as  son  and  heir  to  his  father,  he  had  right  to  these 
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two  seventh  shares  of  the  property ;  and,  consequently, 
to  two  sixth  parts  of  the  fund  in  medio »  -  ■  *  ■ 
2d.  In  regard  to  the  three  remaining  shares  claimed 
by  the  Defender  as  in  right  of  Henry  Anderson,  jiis 
uncle,  he  pleads,  that  as  the  bargain  with  Mr..  Pedie 
was  not  completed  by  disposition  with  procuratory  and 
precept,  nor  even  by  regular  minute  of  sale,  before 
the  death  of  Henry  Anderson,  to  whom  three  sevenths 
of  the  property  belonged,  as  explained  in  the  Claimant's 
condescendence,  the  price  of  this  heritable  subject,  in 
so  far  as  regards  these  three  shares,  must  be  held  as  a 
surrogatum  for  the  heritable  subject  itself,  and  must  be 
distributed  aocording  to  the  law  regulating  the  succes- 
sion of  heritable  property  in  Scotland,  in  the  same  way 
as  if  the  heritable  subject  itself  had  been  to  be  divided 
among  those  who  had  right  to  it.  Therefore,  that  as 
the  x)nly  settlement  executed  by  Henry  Aoidersaii  wsas 
a  testamentary  deed  in  favour  of  his  niece  .Mrs.  Mead 
(who  is  also  a  claimant  in  this  process  of  miUtiple 
poinding),  not  effectual  to  carry  heritage  by  1^  law  of 
Scotland,  the  Claimant  is  entitled,  as  Ae  Heir  of  his 
uncle  Henry,  to  three  shares  of  the  propecty  which 
stood  vested  in  his  person  at  the  time  of  his  death ; 
and  consequendy  to  three  sixth  shares  of.  the  fundm 
medio :  at  all  events,  the  Claimant  pleads^  that  even 
giving  effect  to  the  missives  of  sale  of  this  property,  as 
it  was  a  condition  of  the  bargain  that  two  thirds  of  the 
price  should  remain  as  an  heritable  burden  over  the 
property,  two  thirds  of  the  price  were  heritably  secured 
at  the  time  of  Henry  Anderson's  death :  therefore,  tliat 
this  part  of  the  price  must  be  held  i»  heritable^  abd, 
as  such,  regulated  by  the  law  of  succession  applicable 
to  heritable  property.  See  the  case  of  JkPNicol  v. 
M*Nicoly  Slst  January  1816,  and  the  observations 
from  the  Bench  in  the  case  of  Wihon  v.  fVibon^  99th 
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November  1808.     In   regard  to  the   law  regulating       1830. 
heritable  succession,  reference  is  made  to  the  institu-    MACK£^z(B 
tional  writers  on  that  subject.  an<i  ^^^ 
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Note  of  pleas  in  law  for  Mrs.  Mead,  Mr.  Mead,  and    aud  otiicia. 
James  Fenn,  for  their  interest,  and  their  mandatory,  in 
the  multiple  poinding,  Pedie  against  Anderson. 

1.  The  different  shares  of  the  Broughton  property 
were  conquest  in  the  persons  of  the  several  disponees, 
and  Henry  Anderson,  as  heir  of  conquest  to  his  sisters 
Rachael  and  Mary,  had  a  right  to  their  shares  of  the 
property. 

2.  The  property  being  transferred  to  Mr.  Pedie,  the 
purchaser^  by  the  contract  of  sale  in  November  1822, 
he  became  thenceforward  debtor  for  the  price  to  the 
parties  having  right  thereto. 

S.  Mr.  Henry  Anderson's  shares  of  the  property 
became,  by  the  minute  of  sale,  shares  of  the  pricej  and 
were  effectually  conveyed  to  the  claimant  Mrs.  Mead, 
by  his  will,  mentioned  in  the  condescendence. 

4.  The  stipulation  in  the  missive,  that  two  thirds  of 
the  price  should  remain  a  burden  on  the  property  till 
paid,  did  not,  in  law,  make  that  proportion  of  the  price 
heritable,  and  no  steps  were  ever  taken  for  constituting 
it  a  real  burden. 

After  the  record  was  closed,  the  Lord  Ordinary  June  19, 1827. 
heard  the  counsel  for  the  parties,  on  the  merits  of  this  thi  Lord  Ordi- 
question  of  competition ;  and  thereafter,  of  this  date,  ^^rf  appealed 
pronounced  the  following  interlocutor :   **  The  Lord 
"  Ordinary  having  advised  this  process,  and  resumed 
**  consideration  of  the  debate,  finds,  that  by  a  missive 
*^  letter,  dated   and   accepted    2d   November   1822, 
**  Mr.  Pedie,  the  raiser  of  the  multiple  poinding,  pur* 
''  chased  an  heritable  property  in  this  country,  with 
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1830.  "  entry  at  Whitsunday  thereafter,  one  third  of  the 
Mackenzie  "  pncc  to  be  then  payable,  and  'two  thirds  thereof 
end  others  ««  « two  yeais  after  Whitsunday  next,  to  bear  interest 
Anderson  '^  '  from  said  term  of  Whitsunday  18S3,  and  to  remain 
and  others,    u  \  ^  burdett  over  the  property  until  paid.'     Finds, 

that  Henry  Anderson,  one  of  the  pro  indiviso  pro- 
prietors of  the  subject  so  purchased,  died  in  October 
''  18S3,  leaving  an  English  will,  dated  7th  April  1819, 
'^  in  favour  of  the  Claimant  Mrs.  Mead,  which  i» 
"  admitted  not  to  be  eflfectual  to  carry  heritable  pro* 
*'  perty  situated  within  Scotland.  Finds,  that  quoad 
^^  the  two  thirds  of  the  price  which  were  to  remain  a 
•*  real  burden  over  the  property  till  paid,  there  was  no 
"  change  from  heritable  to  moveable,  in  consequence 
"  of  the  sale  of  the  property,  and  that  the  same 
'^  cannot  be  carried  by  the  said  will,  just  as  little 
^^  as  Henry's  share  in  the  property  would  have,  been 
''  if  he  had  died  before  the  sale;  but  finds,  that  it 
^^  belongs  to  the  heir  of  the  said  Henry  Anderson ; 
'*  and  appoints  the  cause  to  be  called,  to  apply  these 
findings,  and  to  proceed  in  the  adjustment  of  the 
other  claims  made  in  this  process." 


cc 


27  June  i8a8.      The  second  division  of  the  Court  of  Session  to  which 

this  interlocutor  was  submitted  for  revision,  adhered 
to  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  and  from  these 
inteHocutors  the  Appellants  appealed  for  the  following, 
among  other  reasons : 

L — By  the  missives  or  minutes  of  sale  in  this 
case,  the  right  of  property  in  the  subjects  in 
question  was  effectually  transferred  from  the 
several  parties  for  whom  Mr.  Baillie  was  acting, 
to  Mr.  Pedie  the  purchaser ;  and  the  effect  of 
that  transfer  was  to  render  the  price  a  moveable 
or.  personal  fund  in  his  hands,  descendible  to  tlie 
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executors  of  the  respective  proprietors,  and  not  to 
their  heir  or  heirs.  Erskine's  Instit.  B.  II.  Tit.  3. 
s.  17.  Mor.  Diet  Chiesly  v.  his  Sisters^  Dec.  22, 
1704,  p.  5531.  Bell,  vol.  2,  p.  9.  lb.  vol.  2, 
p.  10.  UTilson  v.  PFiUans,  Fac.  Coll.  Nov.  29, 1808. 
fVaugh  v.  Jamiesorif  Mor.  Diet.  5524.  Steuart  v. 
Home,  Fac.  Coll.  18th  May  1792.  JVinram  v. 
Johnstone^  4  Bro.  Sup.  153.  Stewart  v.  Mowatt, 
Mor.  Diet.  5488.  Watson  v.  Ay  ton,  Mor.  Diet. 
5489.  Macnicoltv.  Macnicollj  Fac.  Coll.  June  16, 
1814.     21  Jan.  1816. 

II. — ^The  whole  share  of  the  price  of  the 
Broughton  property  belonging  to  Henry  Anderson, 
was  effectually  conveyed  to  the  Appellant,  Mrs. 
Mead,  by  his  deed  of  settlement  and  latter  will. 
Laniont  v.  Lament,  Fac.  Coll.  4  Dec.  1789.  1  Bell, 
B.  L.  590.   . 

in. — According  to  the  terms  of  the  judgments 
uiider  review,  tbe  whole  two  thirds  of  the  price 
are  found  to  belong  to  the  heir  of  Henry  Anderson, 
whereas  this  consequence  would  not  follow,  even 
if  it  were  true,  that  the  above  proportion  of  the 
price  is  to  be  held  as  real  estate. 
6y  the  Interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  to  which 
the  Court  adhered,  it  is  expressly  found,  that  the  two 
thirds  of  the  price  of  the  property  in  question  belongs 
to  the  heir  of  die  said  Henry  Anderson.     But,  with 
deference,  this  appears  to  be  an  erroneous  application 
of  the  principle  adopted  by  the  Lord  Ordinary.     For, 
supposing  it  were  correct  to  hold,  that,  in  consequence 
of  the  stipulation  in  the  missives  of  sale,  two  thirds 
of  the  price  should  remain  heritable,  this  quality  must 
attach  rateably  upon  the  shares  of  the  different  pro- 
prietors for  whom  Mr.  Baillie  was  acting,  and  as  Henry 
Anderson  was  only  a  proprietor  to  the  extent  of  three 
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1830.       seventliSy  so  it  can  only  be  that  proportion  of  the  two 
'    ^    '      thirds  of  the  price,  which,  according  to  any  view  of  the 
aud  ocheis     matter,  can  be  held  descendible  to  his  heir. 

V.  • 

A«DER«MK 

and  others.  For  the  Respondents,  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  con- 
tended, that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  ought  to 
be  affirmed,  for  the  following  reason,  among  others^ 

Because  it  being  agreed  by  the  terms  of  the 
sale  to  Mr.  Pedie,  that  '^  two  thirds  of  the  price 
*^  should  remain  a  burden  over  the  property,  for 
**  two  years  after  Whitsunday  1823,"  and  Henry 
Anderson  having  died  within  that  period,  two 
thirds  of  the  three  shares  of  the  price  to  which  he 
was  entitled  was  heritably  secured  at  the  time  of 
his  death  ;  and  not  having  been  disposed  of  by 
him  in  terms  sufficient  for  the  conveyance  of 
heritable  property  in  Scotland,  devolved  upon  the 
Respondent,  William  Anderson,  as  bis  heir  at 
law.  Erskine,  b.  3,  t.  8,  §  SO.  Stair,  b.  8,  t  2, 
§  3.  Erskine,  b.  2,  t.  2,  §  5.  Bell  on  Completing 
Titles,  pp.  93, 94.  Erskine,  b.  2, 1 2,  §  20.  Ibid, 
b.  2,  t.  2.  §  17.  Wilson  v.  Wilsons,  Fac.  Coll.  vol. 
12.  McMillan  v.  McMillan's  Executors,  Shaw 
and  Dunlop's  Reports,  vol.  3,  p.  308.  lijrskine  s 
Institutes,  b.  3,  t.  9,  §  48. 

16  Nov.  1830.   '    Lord  ffyn/brd: — Your  Lordships  heard  a  case  the 
Judgment.     ^^^^  j^^^  j^^  ^j^j^^^  ^^  j^^^  Mackenzie,  or  Mead, 

and  others,  were  Appellants,  and  William  Anderson 
and  others  were  Respondents ;  and  although  it  was 
not  one  of  great  difficulty  in  itself,  yet  it  might  be  of 
considerable  importance  with  reference  to  the  practice 
in  Scotland  in  matters  of  this  description,  which  it  was 
desirable  not  to  disturb  ;  and  it  was  fitting,  herefdre 
that  we  should  deliberate  before  giving  judgment,  in 
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order  to  consider  what  has  been  the  practice  and  the 
understanding  of  the  Profession. 

The  action  was  what  is  called  an  action  of  multiple 
poinding,  corresponding  in  a  great  measure  to  our 
Mil  of  interpleader;  and  the  most  accurate  notion  I 
can  convey  of  it  to  your  Lordships  is  this :  a  person  is 
indebted  to  one  of  two  persons,  A.  and  B\  both  of  whoa> 
claim  the  money,  and  he  is  ready  to  pay,  but  he  knows 
not  which  of  them  is  entitled ;  and  he  raises  an  action, 
(files  a  bill)  calling  both  of  ihem  into  Court,  in  order 
that  they  may  settle  between  them  the  question  as  to 
which  is  entitled.    The  case  is  of  this  description. 
Mrs.  Anderson  being  entitled  to  some  heritable  pro- 
perty at  Broughton,  in  the  vicinity  of  Edinburgh,  con- 
veyed it,  in  equal  shares,  to  her  seven  children ;  two 
sons  and  five  daughters.     By  the  death  of  two  of  the 
younger  daughters,  three  parts  out  of  the  seven  became 
vested  in  Henry  Anderson,  the  second  son,  and  the 
questioa  is  as  to  these  three  parts.     Henry  Anderson 
had  real  and  personal  property  in  England,  where  he 
resided  and  was  domiciled ;  and  he,  by  his  will,  dated 
7th  April  1819,  left  the  whole  of  his  property  of  every 
description,  wheresoever  situate,  to  his  niece  Mrs. 
Mackenzie,  the  Appellant.     If  the  price  which  a  pur^ 
chaser  was  to  pay  for  the  three  shares  was  moveable^ 
that  is  personal  property ;  it  passed  to  the  Appellant  as 
such  under  the  will.     If  it  was  heritable,  that  is  real 
property ;  it  did  not  pass,  but  went  to  the  principal 
Respondent,  as  heir  at  law  of  Henry ;  and  the  question 
here  is,  whether  it  was  moveable  or  heritable  ? 

B^ore  I  state  the  law,  as  applicable  to  the  subject, 
I  aiay  observe  that  heritable  property  passes  in  Scotland 
without  the  solemnities  required  to  pass  real  estate  in 
England.     In  this  case  the  conveyance  was  by  instru- 
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ments  called  missives.    The  offer  by  the  purchaser 
was  in  these  terms : 

'^  Sir,  I  hereby  offer  you,  for  the  three  fourth  parts 
**  of  the  property  at  Broughton,  belonging  to  your 
'*  clients,  Messrs.  Anderson  and  Miss  Mackenzie,  the 
sum  of  two  thousand  seven  hundred  pounds  sterling 
(2,700 /.)>  payable  as  follows :  viz.  two  thirds  thereof 
two  years  after  Whitsunday  next,  which  is  to  be  my 
term  of  entry  to  the  premises,  and  to  bear  interest 
from  said  term  of  Whitsunday  1823,  at  four  per 
cent.,  and  to  remain  a  burden  over  the  property  unti) 
paid,  and  the  remaining  third  part  to  be  payable  at 
Whitsunday  next  I  shall  further  be  at  the  expense 
of  the  division  of  the  property  with  Mr.  Spmipers, 
and  I  am  to  have  right  to  the  rents  from  and  ^ftef 
Whitsunday  next.  Your  acceptance  of  this  offer, 
for  behoof  of  your  constituents,  will  oblige  and  biqd. 
Sir,  your  most  obedient  servant" 
The  acceptance  was  as  follows :  •'  I  accept  yqpr 
"  offer  before  written  on  the  part  of  my  constituent?.*' 
That  was  the  conveyance.  There  is  po  dispute  a9 
to  the  part  of  the  price  which  was  paid.  Th^  dispute 
is  as  to  the  two  thirds,  including  the  three  pvts  in 
question,  which  were  not  paid,  but  remained  for  som^ 
time  in  the  purchaser's  hands,  a  burden  on  th^  prp- 
perty.  On  the  part  of  the  Respondent  it  was  con- 
tended, that  the  price  of  the  three  parts  descended  to 
him  as  heir  at  law ;  on  the  part  of  the  Appellants  it 
was  answered  no  :  since  when  the  property  was  soJd, 
the  price  was  moveable,  according  to  the  intention  apd 
disposition  of  the  vendor.  On  the  other  hstnd  they 
said  no ;  for  it  continued  heritable  by  virtue  of  these 
words,  "  and  to  remain  a  burden  over  the  property  till 
"  paidr 
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Thfi  pnncipal  Appellant  also  ioMste  that  to  create       i83q. 
or  constitute  heritable  property  or  security  certaiu  in*-    mackenzji: 
straipei^  and  solemnities  are  nqcess^ry,  and  he  refers     <^"<^  "^^i«^" 
to.ap  emioent  writer,  Mr.  Bell.    But  Mr.  Bell  decides    AMDEksuir 
agfatnst  liiiB.  I  know  that  Mr.  Bell  is  a  writer  in  whom 
a  great  deal  of  confidence  is  generally  reposed.    That 
OMist  be  admitted  by  both ;  and  the  Appellant  cannot 
^ject  his  authority,  since  he  himsielf  relies  upon  it. 
No  doubt,  in  order  to  constitute  real  property,  the 
necessary  solemnities  and  sufficient  legal  forms  must 
be  employed,  and  that  dispose^  of  that  point.     Now 
they  for  the  Respondent  admit  this ;  but  then  they  say 
that  this  is  not  a  newly  created  interest,  but  that  the 
old  interest  still  remained ;  that  the  interest  still  re- 
tained its  heritable  chi^racter  till  the  price  was  paid ; 
and  this  i^  tl^  whple  of  the  question. 

It  was  argued  very  ingeniously  at  the  bar,  that  the 
whole  heritable  interest  was  gone  by  the  sale,  and  that 
the  price  ^as  moveable  although  secured  on  land. 
But  then,  op  tb^  principle  above  ipentioned,  the  whole 
of  the  heritable  interest  was  not  gone,  but  the  lien  still 
Gontinaed,  and  the  vendor  remained  in  possession  of 
the  e^ate  until  the  price  wfis  paid.  This  corresponds 
with  the  words  of  Mr?  Bell,  whq  says,  ^*  The  price 
<<  may  be  allowed  to  remain  unpaid,  secured  over  the 
^^  land.  This  security  may  be  constituted,  either  by 
*^  ail  heritable  bond,  or  by  rendering  the  price  a  burden 
5'  in  the  conveyance.  In  the  latter  case,  where  the 
"  price  is  declared  to  be  a  real  burden  on  the  estate 
i*  by  reservation,  not  only  is  the  purchaser's  right  bur- 
^*  dened,  but  the  seller's  original  right  is  reserved  to 
^^  the  extent  of  the  debt,  so  that  the  debt  stands  secured 
"  on  the  seller's  own  infeftment.'*  And  he  afterwards 
observes,  that  *^  in  the  constitution  of  a  lien  by  reserva- 
**  tion  there  are  two  feudal   estates.      There  is  one 
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'^  feudal  estate  conveyed  to  the  purchaser,  standing  on 
*^  his  infeftment,  but  burdened  with  the  price.  The 
real  right  in  the  lands,  for  security  of  the  price 
reserved  in  the  person  of  the  seller,  forms  another 
feudal  estate  standing  on  the  seller's  original  infi^- 
"  ment" 

I  have  looked  at  all  the  cases  which  have  been  men- 
tioned, and  in  all  there  is  this  distinction,  that  when 
land  is  conveyed  away  without  this  heritable  reser- 
vation, the  heritable  interest  is  gone,  and  the  price 
becomes  moveable.  The  law  of  Scotland  differs  in 
this  respect  from  the  law  of  England.  In  England  the 
price  remains  a  lien  on  the  property ;  in  Scotland  it 
does  not,  except  by  this  reservation.  None  of  the 
cases  has  any  bearing  <m  this  except  one  which  de- 
serves some  notice.  The  case  is  that  of  fVaugh  v. 
Jamieson^  which  is  relied  on,  to  show  that  properly, 
a  sum  of  money  may  be  moveable  although  heritably 
secured.  It  is  stated  by  the  reporter,  '*  In  this  case^ 
^^  the  Lords  came  to  the  following  resolutions;  viz; 
I  •  That  it  was  consistent,  that  a  sum  should  be  nwve^ 
able  J  and  yet  that  it  should  be  heritably  secured^  as  in 
the  case  of  bygone  annual  rents,  due  upon  infeftment 
of  annual  rents ;  by  bygone  feu^uties,  for  which  real 
action  is  competent,  even  to  executors  wadsets; 
loosed  by  requisition ;  &c.  2.  That  as  to  these  qua- 
"  lities  of  moveable  or  heritable,  in  relation  to  succes- 
*^  sion,  the  animus  of  the  creditor  was  principally  to  be 
'^  considered;  so  that  if  an  heritable  security  were 
*•  afterwards  taken  for  a  debt  moveable  ab  initio,  it  is 
presumed,  the  creditor  intended  that  the  sum  should 
belong  to  his  heirs ;  secus^  if  his  intention  appeared 
to  be  otherwise,  e.  g.  if  a  debtor  should  dispone  hifi 
estate  in  favour  of  a  confident  person,  with  the 
.**  burden  of  his  debts." 
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Now  although  this  case  had  applied  more  imme- 
diately to  the  present  than  it  does,  it  might  still  be 
said,  that  this  is  a  mere  obiter  dictum  of  the  Judges, 
and  not  entitled  to  the  same  degree  of  weight  and 
consideration  as  if  it  had  been  a  decision  on  the  pomt 
in  issue.  But  it  really  does  not  touch  on  this  case 
at  all.  The  instance  given  is  that  of  bygone  annual 
rents.  An  infeftment  of  annual  rent,  like  a  rent-charge 
here,  is  herilablej  and  the  rents  not  become  due  descend 
to  the  heir ;  but  to  be  sure  when  the  rent  has  become 
due,  when  the  fruit  has  fallen — it  goes  to  the  executor. 
So  that  this  does  not  touch  the  price  in  this  case, 
which  is  like  an  annual  rent  not  due,  and  the  reso- 
lutions therefore  might  be  cited  in  support  of  the 
present  decision. 

The  interest  in  question  is  not  large,  but  much 
confif  sion  would  be  introduced  if  we  were  to  decide 
that  that  should  go  to  the  executors  which  has  hitherto 
gone  to  the  heirs.  It  appears  to  have  been  the  law 
and  practice  in  Scotland  that  such  interests  as  this 
should  go  to  the  heirs,  and  we  ought  not  to  disturb  the 
settled  rule.  I  propose,  therefore,  that  the  judgment 
be  affirmed.  It  seems  however  to  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  seller  that  the  price  should  go  to  the 
lady ;  and  although  I  do  not  mean  to  appeal  to  your 
Lordships  gallantry,  yet  there  is  some  hardship  in  the 
case,  and  I  propose  that  the  affirmance  should  be 
without  costs. 


isso. 

Macxekzjb 
and  otiiers 

Anderson 
andothere. 


Affirmed  accordingly. 
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15th,  16th  FROM    THE   COUIiT   OF    SESSION. 

Nov. 

1830. 

* — ^         EwEN  AND  OTHERS  -        -        -    Appellants. 
Contract         Bannerman  AND  OTHERS-        -     Respondents. 

Trust  Deed. 

Uocerudoty.  '^^  Ewen  by  his  marriage  contract  covenai^ts  that  his 

whole  property  ^t  the  time  of  his  death  shall  belong  to  the 
issue  of  the  marriage.  His  wife  dies  in  his  life-time,  leaving 
a  daughter,  an  only  child,  ^ho,  when  about  twenty-one  years 
of  age  marries  a  young  man  of  about  the  same  age^  and  in 
a  year  after  a  son  is  bom  of  the  marriage.  The  husband 
then  proposes  to  go  abroad  to  improve  his  fortune,  and 
Ewen,  who  was  ti^en  a  prosperous  trader,  persuades  him 
and  his  wife  to  execute  a  deed,  in  the  nature  of  a  post-nup- 
tial contract,  by  which,  in  cctnsideiation  of  a  sum  of  3i5/.» 
they  discharge  him  from  all  claims  whatever  o^  his  pro- 
perty. They  were  at  this  time  ignorant  of  the  daughter's 
claims  under  her  father  and  mother's  marriage  contract,  and 
Ewen,  attended  by  his  man  of  business,  brought  them  the 
deed  to  sign  on  the  night  of  the  husband's  departure,  and 
it  was  then  executed.  It  was  stated  in  the  deed  that  Ewen 
had  paid  a  moiety  of  the  315/*  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
.  of  the  contract,  and  that  the  othec  moiety  was  to  be  paid 
after  his  death.  Qut  in  point  pf  fact  he  paid  down  nothing 
at  the  time  of  the  executiqn,  hut  only  r^ounpec)  ^  debt  of 
61/.  due  to  him  from  the  husband  for  goods«  and  gave 
a  promissory  note  for  the  other  g6/.  Ewen  lived  for  a  con- 
siderable time  after;  and  two  days  before  his  death,  by 
a  trust-deed  of  settlement,  conveyed  the  bulk  of  his  property, 
amounting  to  14,000/.,  to  trustees  to  build  an  hospital. 

The  daughter's  post-nuptial  contract  reduced  on  the  ground 
of  fraud  and  circumvention. 

The  trust-settlement  provided  that  the  fund  should  accumu- 
late till  it  should  amount  to  sterUng,  when  it  was 
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to  be  applied  to  the  building  of  tfije  ho^p)^l,  and  to  the        ]830. 

maintenance  of  boys,  leaving  blanks  qs  to  the       "^     ' 

amount  of  the  accumulation,  and  as  to  the  number  of  boys,     ^d  others 

This  d^d  reduced  on  the  ground  of  the  uncertainty,  as  ^      ^ 

„  .»       n        J  •'  B4VNEKMAK 

well  as  the  fraud.  ^r4  othera. 

The  deed  directed  that  the  hospital  should  be  governed  ac- 
cording to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  Ewen  should,  by 
a  separate  deed  appoii^t  (no  such  appointment  made),  or 
failing  ^ny  such  appointment^  by  the  rules  find  regulations 
of  another  well-known  hospital  referred  to.  This  wo\ild 
have  been  sufficiently  cert^in^  if  t^e  de^d  h^  be^n  g9Pd 
in  other  respects. 


Soon  after  the  marriage  of  John  Ewen  and  Janet 
Middleton  in  1766,  a  post-nuptial  contract  was  exe- 
cuted between  them,  which  contained  the  following 
provision  respecting  the  issue  : — ^'  And  in  iike  manner 

if  he  the:  said  John  Ewen  shall  survive  the  said 
"  Janet  Middleton,  his  spouse,  and  these  be  a  child  or 
^^  children  of  the  marriage  in  life  at  the  dissolution 
*^  thereof,  he  binds  and  obliges  himself  to  aliment, 
*^  maintain  and  educate  the  said  child  or  children 
^^  suitable  to  their  station,  until  they  are  put  in  a  vay 
"  of  doing  for  themselves,  and  that  his  subjects,  wl^etfaer 
"  heritable  or  moveable,  shall  belong  to  them  equally 
^*  at  his  death." 

A  few  years  afterwards  the  wife  died,  leaving  issue 
a  daughter  and  only  child,  Elizabeth  Ewen,  the  prin- 
cipal Appellant. 

In  1787  Miss  Ewen  married  Mr.  James  Graham, 
and  of  this  marriage  a  son  was  born  in  178fii»  Mr. 
Graham,  who  was  iq  straitened  circumstances,  proposed 
to  go  to  India,  where  an  opportunity  presented  itself 
of  mending  his  fortune,  leaving  his  wife  and  child  at 
home  in  Aberdeen;  and  it  was  agreed  that  a  small 
patrimony  which  belonged  to  him,  and  part  of  what  his 
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and  others. 


1830.       wife  was  entitled  to  under  her  mother's  marriage  settFe- 
^"^^^^^      ment  should  be  formed  into  a  joint  fund,  to  make  some 

and  others     provision  for  the  wife  and  child  during  his  absence. 

Banneruak  Ewen,  the  father,  estimated  his  daughter's  claims  at 
S15  /.,  one  half  of  which  he  agreed  to  advance  imme^ 
diately.  With  this  view  a  deed,  in  the  form  of  a  post- 
nuptial contract  was  prepared,  to  which  Ewen,  on 
behalf  of  his  daughter,  and  for  his  own  interest,  was 
a  party.  At  this  time  the  Appellant  and  her  husband 
were  both  under  twenty-two  years  of  age,  and  it  did 
not  appear  that  either  of  them  were  aware  of  her 
claims  under  her  mother's  marriage  contract.  The 
material  part  of  the  deed  was  in  these  terms : 

The  parties  considering  that  ^!  the  said  James  Gra- 
^^  hame  and  Elizabeth  Grahame,  alias  Ewen,  his^ 
'^  spouse,  were  lawfully  married  to  each  other  upon 
^*  the  day  of  November  1787,  and  have 

''  lived  together  since  that  time  as  married  persons, 
'^  and  that  now  a  son  is  bom,  lawfully  procreated  of 
^^  the  said  marriage,  called  John;  and  also  considering 
^*  that  there  was  no  contract  of  marriage  entered  into 
'*  betwixt  them,  prior  to  the  celebration  of  the  ipar- 
^^  riage,  and  the  said  James  Grahame  intending  soon 
'*  to  go  abroad,  where  he  may  remain  for  some  time  in 
*^  the  prosecution  of  his  affairs,  he  is  desirous  to  make 
'^  some  suitable  provision  for  his  said  spouse  and 
<  family,  according  to  his  ability  ;  and  in  like  manner 
^'  the  said  John  Ewen,  out  of  his  own  free  will,  and 
'^  from  the  regard  he  bears  to  his  said  son  and  daughter, 
'^  the  parties  have,  with  mutual  advice  and  consent, 
^  concerted  and  settled  upon  the  post-nuptial  contract 
'^  under  written.  Therefore,  in  pursuance  thereof  the 
^'  said  John  Ewen  hath  instantly,  at  the  making  thereof, 
^  satisfied  and  paid  to  the  said  James  Grahame  the 
*  sum  of  157/.  10 J.,  as  one  moiety  of  315/.  sterling, 
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*'  which  he  has  agreed  to  give  io  name  of  tocher  or        i830. 
"  dowry  with  his  said  daughter,  of  which  moiety  the      ^eJ^^ 
**  said  James  Grahame  and  his  said  spouse  hereby     aQdoOien 

Banmbrmav 

^^  g^rant  their  receipt,   and  discharge  the  said  John    and  others. 

*^  Ewen,  his  heirs,  executors  and  successors   thereof 

*'  renouncing  the  except  of  not  numerated  money,  and 

^'  all  other  exceptions  and  objections  on  the  contrary. 

^'  And  siciklike,  the  said  John  £wen  binds  and  obliges 

'^  him  and  his  foresaids  to  satisfy  and  pay  to  the  said 

^'  James  Grahame,  his  heirs,  executors  or  assignees, 

^*  the  remaining  moiety  or  half  of  the  said  tocher, 

"  being  the  like  sum  of  157/  10^.  sterling,  and  that 

"  at  the  first  term  of  Whitsunday  or  Martinmas  next, 

*^  and  immediately  following,  year  and  day  after  the 

**  decease  of  the  said  John  Ewen,  with  a  fifth  part 

**  more  of  liquidate  penalty  in  case  of  failure,  and  the 

"  annual  rent  of  the  said  moiety,  during  the  not  pay- 

**  ment  after  the  term  of  payment  thereof  above  written ; 

**  and  which  whole  sum  of  315  L  sterling  is  hereby 

^*  declared  to  be  in  full  satisfaction  to  the  said  Mrs. 

''  Elizabeth  Grahame  alias  Ewen,  and  her  said  husband, 

*^  and  they  do  hereby  accept  of  the  same,  in  full  con- 

"  tentation  to  them  of  all  goods,  gear,  debts,  sums  of 

"  money,  and  other  moveables  whatsoever  which  they 

''  might  any  wbe  ask,  claim,  or  crave  by  and  through 

^  the  decease  of  the  said  Janet  Middleton,  her  mother, 

**  by  virtue  of  her  contract  of  marriage  with  the  said 

**  John  Ewen,  her  father,  or  of  any  clause,  article  or 

**  condition  therein  contained,  which  is  hereby  dis- 

"  charged,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  fully  and 

'^  effectually  as  if  the  same  was  particularly  ingrossed, 

"  or  by  any  other  manner  of  way ;  or  by  and  through 

**  the  decease  of  the  said  John  Ewen,  her  father,  when- 

^*  ever  the  same  shall  happen  at  the  pleasure  of  God, 

"  either  as  part  of  bairns  gear,  dead's  third,  portion- 
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'  18J0.       "  natnral,  or  on  any  other  caase  or  account  whatsoever, 
EwBw       "  good-Will  only  excepted.     And,  on  the  other  part, 
andotiMis     n  f^i^  gj^jj  Jandes  Grahfctme  gives,  grants,  assigns  and 
B«mESKA«  *'  disponed  to  and  in  favour  of  himself  and  the  said 
*°  ''  Elizabeth  Grahame  alias  Ewen,  his  spouse^  in  con- 

"  jtinct  fee  and  liferent,  but  for  her  liferent  use  alle- 
^*  nafly,  during  all  the  days  of  her  lifetime  after  his 
**  declfase,  in  case  she  shall  surtdve  him,  and  to  the 
'^  iMiid  John  Grahame  their  soti,  and  any  other  child  or 
"  childr^  to  be  born  of  the  said  marriage,  equally 
**  atttohgst  them  in  fee;  Whom  failing,  to  the  said 
^'  Elizabeth  Grahanle  alias  Eweii,  her  heirs,  executors 
^^  or  assignees,  all  and  whole  the  sum  of  500  /.  sterling, 
**  belonging,  due  and  payable  to  the  said  James  Gra- 
''  hame  out  of  the  first  end  of  the  sum  and  subjects  left 
*^  and  bequeathed  to  hiiil  by  the  said  deceased  William 
"  Grahame  of  Morphidj  his  fatheif ;  and  obliges  him- 
"  self  to  make  the  said  principal  suni  forthcoming  to 
**  his  said  spouse  and  children,  afccording  to  their  seve- 
^*  ral  interests  above  specified ;  and,  in  the  mean  time, 
"  during  his  ab^nce  forth  of  this  kingdom,  to  satisfy 
"  and  pay  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Gfahanie  alias  Ewfen, 
**  his  spouse,  the  legal  anntla]-i^ent  of  the  ^id  principal 
"  kirn,  yearly  and  termly,  at  two  tef  itas  in  the  year, 
^  Whitsunday  atid  Maitimnas,  by  equsd  portions,  as 
'^  a  subsistence  to  her  and  her  family,  bkgihning  the 
"  first  term's  payment  thereof  at  the  term  of  Whit- 
"  Sunday  next  to  come,  fi>r  the  hdf  year  previous,  and 
"  so  forth  yearly  and  termly  during  his  absence  forth 
"  of  this  kingdom  as  aforesaid." 

£w6n  the  father,  attended  by  his  man  of  business, 
brought  this  deed  to  Graham  and  his  wife  on  the  1  dth 
December  1788,  being  the  night  on  which  Mr.  Gra- 
ham left  Aberdeen  for  India,  and  it  was  then  executed. 

Ewen  the  father  survived  till  1821 ;  and  two  dafys 
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before  his  deaths  and  ^hile  on  death-bed  he  elce-       isso. 

Gated  a  settlement,  by  which  he  conveyed  all  hi6  pro-     ^IbwciT 

perty,  heritable  and  moveable^  to  the  Respondents,  a^    ttdothen 

his  trustees^  for  the  purpose,  first,  of  completing  their  Binini'ititAir 

titles  to  his  property ;  secondly,  of  paying  his  debts ;    ""^  ***"•"' 

thirdly,  of  paying  an  annuity  of  40  /•  to  the  Appellant, 

Mrs.  Grahame ;  fourthly,  of  paying  an  annility  of  10/: 

to  a  servant ;  a  legacy  of  250  L  to  Mr.  Alexander 

Ewen,  in  America ;  a  legacy  of  525  /.  to  the  Appellant's 

only  don,  Baron  Grahame,  and  110  /.  to  each  of  six 

charities  in  Aberdeen ;  and  then  the  bulk  of  his  fortune, 

amouMing  to  about  14,000  L,  was  disposed  of  in  the 

following  way :   "  Fifthly,  For  payment  to  the  magis- 

^  trates  and  town-council  of.  Monttose,  the  place  of 

"  my  nativity,  and  the  ministers  or  clergymen  of  that 

**  town,  of  whatever  sect  or  denomination  of  christians 

''  they  may  be,  or  to  any  one  or  more  of  theif  huf6ber 

^'  who  may  be  appointed  by  them  (thd  said  magis- 

'*  trates  and  council  and  clergymen)  td  receive  the 

^^  same,  the  sum  of  6,000  /•  sterling  for  the  foundation 

'<  and  establishment  of  an  hospital  in  Montrose,  similar 

"  to  Robert  Gordon's  hospital  in  Aberdeen^  for  the 

'*  maintenan(iei  clothing,  and  education  of  the  lawful 

*'  sons  and  grandsons  of  decayed  and  indigent  bur- 

^'  g^sses  of  guild  and  craftsnien,  burgesses  of  the  said 

^'  town  of  Monttdse  ;  and  which  sum  and  interest,  and 

''  profits  arising  therefrom^  shall  remain  vested  in  the 

"  said  magistrates  and  town-cotfncil  and  clergy mferi, 

'*  and  laid  but  or  managed  by  them  for  the  purposes 

"  aforesaid,  under  such*  rules,  regulations  and  direc- 

''  as  I  shall  establish  and  ieLppoint  by  any  separate  d6ed 

^'  or  writing  under  my  hand ;  arid  failing  such  d^ed'  or 

'^  writing,  under  rules  and  regulations  similar  to  those 

'^  now  existing  for  the  government  and  mans^ment 

^^  of  Robert  Gordon*s  Hospital  in  Aberdeen  aforesaid, 
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I8S0,       '^  with  such  additions  to,  or  alterations  thereon,  as  may 

EwBK       "  ^  made  by  my  said  trustees,  which  they  are  hereby 

and  uthen     «  empowered  to  do ;  and  which  rules,  regulations  and 

Banheeman  *^  directions,  the  said  magistrates  and  town-council  and 

•     ow«»*    «  clergymen  shall  be  bound  strictly  to  abide  by  and  ob- 

"  serve.     And  with  respect  to  the  rest,  remainder  and 

^*  residue  of  my  means,  property  and  estate,  including 

as  a  part  thereof  the  foresaid  legacy  to  the  said  Baron 

Grahame,  my  grandson,  in  the  event  of  his  death 

**  before  his  receiving  the  same,  and  also  the  sums  to 

'^  be  secured  and  set  apart  by  my  said  trustees,  for  an- 

^^  swering  and  paying  the  foresaid  annuities  to  my 

*^  said  daughter  and  the  said  Elizabeth  Wallace,  after 

^'  the  said  annuities  shall  cease  and  determine,  and  be 

no  longer  payable,  I  hereby  will,  direct  and  appoint 

such  residue  and  remainder  to  be  paid  or  conveyed 

"  and  made  over  by  my  said  trustees  to  the  said  mi^is- 

^^  trates  and  town-council  and  clergymen  of  Montrose, 

^<  or  to  any  one  or  more  of  their  number,  authorized 

by  them  to  receive  the  same,  as  an  addition  to,  and  to 

be  employed  for  the  same  ends  and  purposes  with 

^^  the  foresaid  legacy  of  6,000/. ;  declaring  that  the 

'*  said  sum  and  residue  shall  be  payable  by  said  trus- 

^'  tees  at  the  first  term  of  Whitsunday  or  Martinmas 

"  that  shall  happen  twelve  months  after  my  decease, 

^'  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  the  funds  under  trust  can  be 

**  realized:  Also  declaring,  as  it  is  hereby  specially 

provided  and  declared,  that  neither  the  said  sum  and 

residue,  nor  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  diverted  at 

''  any  time  from  the  uses  and  purposes  to  which  the 

^'  same  is  hereby  destined,  or  applied  to  any  other  use 

or  purpose  whatever ;  and  the  said  magistrates  and 

town-council  and  clergymen  shall  lend  out  the  free 

**  balance  of  the  interest  and  profits  arising  from  the 

<<  said  sum  and  residue  every  year,  on  such  heritable 
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^'  or  personal  security  as  they  may  deem  sufficient  at       isso. 
the  time,  so  as  the  same  may  accumulate,  with  the       ^^^ 
additional  interest  arising  thereon,  until  the  principal    and  otbart 
^^  sums  and  accumulated  interest  shall  amount  to  the  Bannehhav 
**  sum  of        sterling,  when  the  same  shall  be  stocked,    »»do^««« 
''  secured  and  employed  upon  land,  bonds,  obligations, 
^'  or  other  sufficient  security,  from  time  to  time,  for 
*'  erecting  and  maintaining  the  foresaid  hospital,  and 
*'  for  the  maintenance,  clothing  and  education  of 
^*  boys,  of  the  description  above  mentioned,  it  being 
**  always  in  the  power  of  the  managers  of  the  said 
^'  funds,  if  they  shall  continue  to  increase,  to  augment 
^'  the  size  of  the  hospital,  and  number  of  the  boys  to  be 
*'  maintained  therein,  as  above  mentioned  :  And  they 
**  are  also  hereby  empowered  to  pay  such  sums  of  ap- 
'*  prentice  fees  for  the  said  boys,  and  for  fitting  them 
out  i^'ter  their  apprenticeships  are  expired,  as  shall 
from  time  to  time  be  payable  for  these  purposes,  to 
boys  educated  in  Robert  Gordon's  Hospital  afore- 
«  said.^ 

The  Appellants,  as  soon  as  they  heard  of  this  deed, 
determined  to  bring  their  action  to  reduce  it ;  but  an-* 
ticipating  that  the  trustees  would  rely  in  their  defence 
on  the  aischarge  contained  in  their  post-nuptial  con- 
tract of  the  l6th  December  1788,  they  included  both 
deeds  in  their  summons  of  reduction,  which  concluded,  Summom. 
as  to  the  marriage-contract  of  1788,  that  it  should  be 
reduced,  as  having  been  obtained  by  gross  fraud  and 
circumvention  on  the  part  of  the  father ;  and  as  to  the 
trust-deed,  that  it  should  be  reduced  for  the  following 
reasons,  after  the  usual  reason  of  style  :  "  Secundo,  The 
'*  said  disposition  and  deed  of  settlement  was  granted  by 
^'  the  said  deceased  John  E  wen,  without  any  just,  neces- 
sary or  onerous  cause,  on  the  day  of  while  he 
was  on  death-bed,  and  labouring  under  the  disease 
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1830.       "  of  whicli  he  died,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  Pursuer,  as 
EwEN        "  nearest  and  lawful  heiress  apparent  to  her  said  father 
and  others  1  «  as  aforesaid.     Tertio^  The  said  deed  is  blank  in  the 
Ban  MERMAN   ^*  sums  destined  for  the  foundation  of  the  foresaid  hos- 
an  ot  era.     4,  pjtal,  and  of  the  number  of  boys  to  be  maintained, 
"  clothed,  and  educated  thereat,  whereby  the  will  of 
"  the  said  John  Ewen  has  not  been  declared,  and  there- 
'^^  fore  the  said  sums  are  intestate  succession,  and  fall 
^^  to  the  Pursuer  as  the  nearest  in  kin  to  the  said  John 
"  Ewen,  her  father.     QuarlOy  The  foresaid  disposition 
'^  and  deed   of  settlement  was  made  and  granted  by 
"  the  said  John  Ewen  in  prejudice  of  the  foresaid  con- 
"  tract  of  marriage  entered  into  between  him  and  the 
^'  said  Janet  Middleton,  his  spouse,  and  was  ultra  vires 
"  of  the  said  John  Ewen  when  the  same  wais  granted." 
ja  luary  1828.      The  Court,  by  its  first  judgment,  reduced  both  deeds ; 
Dec.  1823.    but  afterwards  on  advising  a  reclaiming  petition,  tliey 
pronounced  an  interlocutor,  in  which  "  they  adhere  to 
^^  the  interlocutor  reclaimed  against,  and  refuse  the  de- 
"  sire  of  said  petitions,  in  so  far  as  relates  to  the  reduc- 
' "  tion  of  the  trust-deed  executed  by  the  said  John  Ewen, 
"  as  having  been  granted  in  fraudem  of  his  marriage- 
"  contract  with  Janet  Middleton  ;  but  alter  the  inter- 
*^  locutor  reclaimed  against,  in  so  far  as  it  may  be 
"  construed  to  the  reduction  of  the  marriage-contract 
"  entered   into  betwixt  the  Respondent  and  James 
'^  Grahame,  her  husband,  and  find  it  unnecessary  to 
^^  reduce  the  said  contract,  in  respect  that  the  same 
^^  does  not  import  any  discharge  of  the  rights  compe- 
"  tent  to  the  Pursuer  on  the  death  of  her  father,  as 
"  heir  of  provision  under  her  father  and  mother  s  con- 
tract of  marriage,  and  decern  and  declare  accord- 
ingly." 

This  last  interlocutor  was  brought  by  appeal  before 
the  House  of  Lords  by  the  Respondents;  and  their 
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« 

Lordships   adjudged,    that   the   marriage-contract  of       1930. 
1,788  did  import  a  discharge  of  all  the  rights  com-      "^    ^     ' 
petent  to   the   Pursuer,    Mrs.   Grahame,  as  heir  of    June  x825. 
provision  under  her  father  and  mother  s  contract  of 
marriage,  and  with  that  finding  remitted  the  cause. 

The  cause  having  again  come  before  the  Court  of 
Session,  the  Lord  Ordinary  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
discbarge  in  the  contract  of  I788  did  not  preclude  the 
Appellants  from  challenging  the  trust-deed,  on  the 
gfound  of  death-bed,  so  far  as  the  heritable  property 
was  concerned,  and  pronounced  an  interlocutor,  re- 
ducing the  trust-deed  to  that  extent ;  and  this  interlo-  Dec.  1825. 
cutor  was  acquiesced  in  by  the  parties,  and  allowed 
to  become  final. 

The  following  are  the  notes  of  pleas  in  law  put  on 
die  record  for  both  parties : 

Note  of  Pleas  in  Law  for  the  Pursuers. 

The  discharge  obtained  by  the  late  John  Ewen,  in 
the  post-nuptial  contract  of  marriage  between  the  Pur* 
suers,  to  which  the  said  John  Ewen  was  a  party,  and 
in  which  he  stipulated  for  a  discharge  of  all  claims,  at 
the  instance  of  his  daughter  against  him,  was  fraudu- 
lently obtained  by  deception  practised  upon  the  Pur- 
suers by  the  said  John   Ewen,    shortly  after  their 
IDS^ority,  while  they  were  in  ignorance  of  their  rights, 
and  entirely  under  the  influence  of,  and  in  dependence 
upon,  the  said  John  Ewen,  the  father  of  the  Pursuer, 
Mrs.  Grabame,  and  is  reducible  on  the  ground  of  the 
deception  so  practised  upon  them,  and  the  utter  inade- 
quacy of  the  consideration. 

French  v.  fVatson^  18th  February  1669. — Morri- 
son's Dictionary,  4958.  Stair,  1.  9.  79-  Ersk.  p.  694. 
Ferguson  v.  Maitlandj  July  26,  1729.  Gordon  v. 
Crawfordf  January  14,  1730.^See  Craigie  and  Stew- 
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1830.       art's  Appeal  Reports,  vol-  I.  p.  1.     Lochid's  Trus- 
EwEN       tees,  July  8th,  1795.     McNeil  v.  M^Neil^  January, 
aiid others     jgjg     Murray  v.  Murray^  Trustees,  January  21^ 
Bannermak   1826.— Shaw's  Reports,  vol.  IV.  p.  874. 

II.  The  discharge  in  the  foresaid  post-nuptial  con-* 
tract  of  marriage  does  not  exclude  the  right  of  the 
Pursuer,  Mrs.  Grahame,  to  reduce  her  father's  trust- 
settlement  as  exteuted  on  death-bed.  Stair,  422.  622i 
— Erskine,  B.  4.  t.  i.  sect.  27- — Irvine,  December  15, 
1744.— Elchies,  No.  18.  Death-bed,— Mor.  Diet 
3332. 

III.  The  law  of  deftth-bed  applies  to  every  deed, 
whether  ah  alienation  of  heritable  or  moveable  sub^ 
jects. — Ersk.  p.  651,  s.  16.  Maxwell  v.  Nelson ^  Feb; 
I722.— Rem.  Dec.  1,  No.  32.— Kilkerran,  Death- 
bed, No.  4. 

IV.  The  trust-deed  is  reducible  and  ineffectual^ 
because  it  is  an  incomplete  and  impeifect  deed,  being 
blank  in  ess^tiblibus. 

Note  of  Pleas  in  Law  for  the  Defenders. 

« 

I  The  facts  and  circumstances  averred  by  the  Pur- 
suers are  not  relevant  to  establish  fraud  Or  deception, 
or  circumvention  of  atiy  kind,  on  the  part  of  the  late 
Mr.  Ewen,  in  reference  to  the  tripartite  contract,  or  to 
warrant  the  reduction  of  that  contract  on  any  such 
grounds.  The  facts  already  admitted  or  proved  in^ 
struct  the  said  contract  to  have  beeti  a  fair,  just  and 
onerous  deed,  as  between  the  parties,  and  an  advanta* 
geous  arrangement  fot  the  Pursuers. 

II.  Mere  inequality  or  inadequacy  of  consideration 
or  lesion  does  not  of  itself  justify  any  presumption  of 
fraud. 

III.  The  tripartite  deed  of  l6th  December  I788 
was  expjessly  homologated   by  the  Pur9uer  by  the 
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second  factory  executed. by  bim,  after  bis  return  to  isso. 

this  country  from  America  in  1793 ;  and  he  is  now  *E^i^^ 

barred  from  challenging  the  said  deed  on  any  ground  and  othen 

whatever.  Baknermah 

IV.  The  terms  and  declarations  of  the  said  second  ^^^  °^^®"- 
factory  totally  disprove  the  allegations  of  fraud  now 
brought  forward  against  Mr.  Ewen. 

V.  All  right  and  interest  competent  to  the  Pursuer 
in  the  late  Mr.  £wen  s  heritable  or  moveable  estate 
was  extinguished  and  taken  away  by  the  discharge 
contained  in  the  tripartite  deed ;  and  she  has  no  title 
to  insist  in  any  conclusion  affecting  the  said  estate, 
further  than  as  the  defenders  have  admitted  her  title, 
that  is,  quoad  the  heritage. 

VI.  The  pursuers  are  now  barred  by  the  final  inter- 
locutor of  7th  December  1835,  and  subsequent  proce- 
dure, from  insisting  that  the  reduction  of  the  deed  of 
settlement  on  the  head  of  death-bed  shall  be  carried 
farther  than  as  regards  the  heritage,  as  decerned  for  in 
the  said  interlocutor. 

VII.  Supposing  this  were  open  to  the  pursuers,  the 
objection  of  death-bed  does  not  affect  the  moveable 
estate. 

The  record  being  closed,  the  Lord  Ordinary,  after 
hearing  counsel  for  the  parties,  pronounced  the  follow- 
ing interlocutor : 

The  Lord  Ordinary,  having  considered  the  closed 
record,  and  whole  process,  and  havipg  heard  parties 
procurators  fully  thereon,  finds  that  there  is  no  evi- 
dence produced  in  process  sufficient  to  establish 
**  that  the  subscription  of  the  Pursuer,  or  of  her  hus- 
**  band,  to  their  post-nuptial  contract  of  marriage,  was 
obtained  by  the  fraud  of  her  father,  the  late  Mr. 
John  Ewen,  or  that  the  consideration  given  by  that 
deed»  in  return  for  the  Pursuer's  discharge  of  her 
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1830.       "  rights  under  her  mother's  contract  df  marriage,  Was^ 

"^^^      "  considering  the  probable  amount  of  Mr.  Ewen's 

nnd  others     «  fortune  at  the  time,  unfair  or  inadequate ;  finds  that 

Banneuman   "  there  is  nothing  condescended  on  by  the  Pursuer 

and  others,     cc  ^j^hJch  is  relevant  to  infer  such  fraud,  in  opposition 

to  the  evidence  to  the  contrary  already  in  process; 
therefore  sustains  the  defences  against  the  reduction, 
'^  in  so  far  as  regards  the  said  deed,  and  assoilzies  the 
"  defenders ;  finds  that  the  discharge  contained  in  t^e 
**  said  deed  bars  the  Pursuer  from  making  any  daiib 
"  in  the  character  of  heir  of  provision  under  her 
"  mother's  contract  of  marriage,  and  that  it  is  only  in 
^^  the  character  of  her  father's  heir  at  law  that  it  can 
^'  be  competent  to  her  to  challenge  his  trust-settlement 
*'  on  the  head  of  death-bed,  in  which  chariicter  her 
"  right  of  challenge  is  limited  to  the  heritage ;  there- 
^*  fore  sustains  the  defences,  and  assoilzies  the  defend- 
"  ers  from  the  reduction  of  the  said  trust-settlement, 
in  so  far  as  respects  the  moveable  succession  and 
decerns;  repels  the  claim  made  by  the  Pursuer 
against  the  trustees,  founded  oh  Mr.  Eweh's  alleged 
intromissions  with  the  500/.,  settled  by  Mr.  Grahame 
on  his  wife  and  children  by  their  marriage-contract, 
•*  in  respect  the  same  is  incompetent  under  the  con- 
•*  elusions  of  the  present  action ;  but  in  the  special 
"  circumstances  of  the  case  finds  no  expenses  due." 

The  Appellants  having  reclaimed  to  the  Inner 
House  against  the  foregoing  interlocutor,  it  was  held 
that  the  Lord  Ordinary  ought  to  have  pronounced 
a  deliverance,  in  regard  to  the  legal  effect  of  the 
blanks  contained  in  Mr.  £wen*s  trust-settlement ;  and 
accordingly,  an  interlocutor  was  pronounced  of  this 
12  Dec  1827.  date,  "  remitting  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  hear  parties 
"  on  the  legal  effect  of  the  blanks  in  the  trust-deed 
"  under   reduction,   upon   the  validity  of  the  same, 
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'^  and  to  proceed,  in  regard  to  the  discussion  of  the       i83o. 
''  point  now  remitted^  as  to  his  Lordship  shall  seem       ewen 

"  proper."  and  other 

In  consequence  of  this  remit  the  Lord  Ordinary  Bankeruak 
heard  the  counsel  for  the  parties  at  considerable  length,  ""^  others. 
and  afterwards  pronounced  the  following  interlocutor  2^  ^®f-.  ^®^'^- 

,  ^^  1..  A  Second  inter. 

and  note : — "  The  Lord  Ordmary  havmg,  m  terms  of  iocuu)r  ap- 
«  the  remit  by  the  Lords  of  the  First  Division  of  the  ^^^  ^'°' 
"  Court,  heard  parties  upon  the  legal  effect  of  the 
"  blanks  in  the  trust-deed  under  reduction,  on  the  va- 
'^  lidity  thereof;  finds,  that  as  these  blanks  do  not 
*^  occur  in  that  part  of  the  deed  which  gives  direc- 
**  tions  to  the  trustees,  pointing  out  the  uses  to  which 
"  they  are  to  apply  the  trust-funds,  they  cannot  have 
"  the  effect  of  annulling  the  trust-conveyance,  what- 
^*  ever  they  may  have  in  vacating  the  bequest  to  the 
*'  magistrates  and  clergy  of  Montrose,  for  the  purpose 
"  of  erecting  and  maintaining  an  hospital ;  but  fur- 
*'  ther  finds,  that  the  omission  to  fill  up  the  said 
*'  blanks  is  not  sufficient  to  vacate  the  said  bequest, 
*^  and  that  the  same  is  notwithstanding  effectual.'' 
"  Note. — It  appears  from  that  part  of  the  trust-deed, 
^*  which  is  intended  to  mark  out  the  powers  and  duties 
"  of  the  managers  of  the  hospital,  that  the  testator  had 
*'  been  aware  that  the  funds  destined  for  this  purpose 
^'  might  not  be  sufficient  for  carrying  his  object  into 
**  immediate  execution,  and  that  he  intended  to  allow 
''  them  to  accumulate  for  a  certain  time.  It  appears 
**  further,  that  he  intended  to  limit  this  accumulation, 
^^  by  fixing  the  sum  at  which  it  was  to  stop  ;  but  that, 
'^  not  having  made  up  his  mind  when  the  deed  was 
**  executed,  the  sum  was  left  blank,  and  that  he  died 
"  without  having  had  it  filled  up.  The  question,  and  it 
'^  is  one  of  considerable  difficulty,  comes  therefore  to 
"  be,  whether  or  not  is  the  uncertainty  thereby  created« 
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as  to  the  period  of  accumulatioD,  and  of  course,  as 
'^  to  the  size  and  extent  of  the  hospital  at  its  com- 
'^  mencementy  or  the  consideration,  that  the  testator's 
"  intention  of  fixing  these  himself  has  not  been  carried 
"  into  effect,  sufficient  to  render  void  his  declared 
purpose  and  object  of  founding  an  hospital  ? 
'*  The  Lord  Ordinary  thinks  it  can  scarcely  be 
maintained,  that  the  testator*s  failure  to  complete 
any  direction,  however  minute  and  trifling,  as  to  the 
management  of  the  hospital,  which  it  may  appear 
he  had  intended,  to  give,  can  have  such  an  effect 
Thus,  suppose  (to  take  the  cases  put  by  the  De- 
fendant,) that  in  pointing  out  the  dress  to  be  worn 
by  the  boys,  he  had  declared  that  they  were  to  wear 
"  cloth  of  a  colour,  or  that  they  were  to  have 

'*  a  flesh-dinner  on  days  of  the  week,  and  that 

he  had  died  before  filling  up  these  blanks,  it  will  not 
surely  be  held  that  such  an  omission  would  have 
totally  defeated  his  main  purpose,  and  carried  the 
"  funds  to  his  heirs-at-law.  But  if  this  cannot  be 
''  maintained,  then  some  other  criterion  must  be  re- 
sorted to,  and  the  Lord  Ordinary  cannot  see  any 
line  of  distinction  but  one  founded  on  the  import- 
**  ance  of  the  omission.  He  conceives  such  blanks 
will  only  be  fatal  which  render  uhcertaiu  either  the 
object  aiid  purpose  of  the  bequest,  the  person  in 
<*  whose  favour  it  is  made,  or  the  amount  of  the  sum 
bequeathed,  or,  at  least,  that  the  direction  which 
was  intended  to  be  given  must  be  of  that  nature  and 
importance,  that  it  is  reasonable  to  presume  the 
testator  would  not  have  inclined  to  leave  the  legacy, 
*'  unless  accompanied  by  the  direction. 

^'  In  the  present  case  it  does  not  appear  to  the 
Lord  Ordinary  that  the  blanks  in  the  deed  are  of 
that  importance.    The  amount  of  the  legacy  to  be 
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« 

**  paid  by  the  trustees  is  clear  and  certain.  The  per-  is  so. 
•*  sons  who  are  to  reap  the  benefit  are  distinctly  spe-  ^ewIIT 
"  cified  ;  and  the  nature  and  the  quality  of  the  main-  and  others 
"  tenance,  clothing,  education  and  apprentice  fees  Bannermak 
"  which  they  are  to  receive  are  fixed  by  reference  to  ""^  other*. 
**  another  hospital,  to  which  the  new  one  is  in  all 
'*  these  respects  to  be  similar.  Even  had  the  clause 
"  as  to  the  extent  of  the  accumulation  been  altogether 
'^  omitted,  there  seems  to  be  direction  sufiicient  to 
*'  regulate  this  matter  in  a  previous  part  of  the  deed, 
"  where  the  testator  directs  that  the  sum  bequeathed, 
with  the  interest  and  profits  arising  from  it,  shall 
remain  vested  in  the  managers,  ^  and  be  laid  out 
"  *  and  managed  by  them  for  the  purposes  foresaid/ 
'*  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  be  should  after- 
**  wards  make ;  or,  failing  such,  under  rules  similar  to 
those  existing  for  the  management  of  Gordon's  hos- 
pital, '  with  such  additions  to,  or  alterations  thereon, 
*  as  may  be  made  by  my  said  trustees,  and  which 
'  they  are  hereby  empowered  to  do.'  So  that  there 
does  not  appear  to  be  much  necessity  for  the  inter- 
**  ference  of  a  Court  of  Equity  to  supply  the  defect. 
'*  It  may  be  further  observed,  that  the  uncertainty  of 
^'  the  period  of  accumulation  is  reduced  within  com- 
paratively narrow  limits  by  the  operation  of  the  Act 
of  the  39th  (and  40th)  Geo.  3,  c.  98,  by  which  such 
^  accumulation  is  restricted  to  the  period  of  twenty- 
**  one  years  from  the  time  of  the  testator's  death. 
**  The  blank  as  to  the  number  of  boys  seems  of  little 
**  moment,  as  this  fell  to  be  regulated  by  the  ultimate 
^*  amount  of  the  fund,  and  the  number  is  allowed  by 
''  the  testator  to  be  afterwards  augmented,  as  the 
**  funds  may  permit.*' 

To  this  judgment  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  the  Court 
adhered^  and  the  Pursuers  appealed ;  and  the  cause 
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1830.       having  been  heard  in  November  183P,  Lord  Wynford 
'    ^'■^^     moved  thp  judgment  of  the  Housp. 

16  Nov.  1830.  Lord  Wynford : — This,  my  Lords,  is  undoubtedly 
Judgment  ^  c^se  of  very  great  importance,  and  it  has  received 
from  every  one  of  your  Lordships  now  present  the 
consideration  which  such  a  case  deserves.  The  ca^e 
arises  out  of  a  family  transaction  connected  with  the 
situation  of  the  family  of  a  person  of  the  name  of 
£wen,  now  dead.  Upon  his  marriage  with  his  wife 
he  made  a  settlement,  which  contained  the  follow- 
ing provision  in  favour  of  the  wife  and  the  issue: 
"  And  the  re3idue  of  bis  whole  subjects,  whether 
^^  heritable  or  moveable^  shall  belong  to  the  said  chil- 
**  dren  equally;  declaring  hereby,  that  in  the  case 
^'  ,the  s^id  child  or  children  shall  afterwards  die  in 
^^  minority,  without  lawful  issue  of  their  bodies,  and 
^*  during,  the  life-time  of  the  s^aid  Janet  Middleton,  the^r 
^'  motber,  then  the  general  disposition  before  writte;n, 
'*  (conceived  in  her  /avour,  shall  revive  and  return  to 
"  its  full  force  and  effect,  and  she  shall  have  the  entire 
*^  and/ree  disposal  of  ;the  whole  effects  and  subjects, 
"  whether  heritable. or  .moveable,  thereby  conveyed, 
<'  alijke  as  if  there  .had  , not  been  a  child  of  the  xnar- 
^^  riage  in  life  .at  the  dissolution  thereof.  And  in  like 
*^  mawer,  in  cas^e  the  said  John  Ew^n  shall  surviv.e 
^^  the,  said  4anet  Middleton,  his  ^ppuse,  apd  there  (le 
"  ,a  ^ild  or  children  pf  the  jp^rriage  in  life  at  tt^e 
*^ .  d^sisplji^Qn  thereof,  he  binds  jemd  obliges  himself  tp 
*V  foment, .  maintain  and  ^e^^cajte  the  said  child  qr 
"  childwn,. suitable  to  ^their  station,  until  they  are  put 
**  injBL  way  .of  doing  for  themselves;  and  that  his  sub- 
*^  jects,  whether  heritable  or  moveable,. shall  belong  tP 
*^  jthem  eqj^ally  at:his  death/' 

Undi^r  .tl^is  instrument  J  consider  that  there  wq^ 
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a  complete  vested  hiterest  in  this  property  at  his  death       \tso. 
(for  this  instf timeat  was  made  to  take  effect  at  his  death)     *^^j^' 
in  the   person  of  the  present  Appellant.     In  about    «"dothcre 
a  year,  or  a  litde  more,  after  the  marriage,  the  deed,   BAimERMAk 
which  is  the  firaft  deed  challenged,  was  entered  into    •*"^*'*^ 
between  these  parties.     It  is  no  where  ascertained  for 
why  this  deed  was  presented  to  the  young  man  and 
young  woman  at  ten  o'clock  of  the  night  on  which  one 
or  both  of  them  were  leaving  their  native  country,  per. 
hips  for  ever,  and  when  they  wete  therefore  probably 
in  a  state  of  considerable  agitation ;  why  it  was  then 
presented  to  them  for  the  first  time,  instead  of  being 
presented  to  ihem  at  the  intermediate  period  that  bad 
ellaped  between  their  tnarriage  and  that  time. 

But  let  us  look  at  the  deed  Itbelf. 

'*  At  Aberdeen,  the  l6th  day  of  December,  in  the 
'^  year  1788,  it  is  contracted  and  finally  -ended  and 
"  agreed  upoti  bfetwixt  the  parties  following,  viz. 
^^  James  Graheune,  presently  residing  in  Aberdeen, 
*^  youngest  lawfiil  son  of  the  deceased  WSlUam 
*^  Grahtfme  of  Murphy,  esq.  on  the  one  part,  and 
''  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Graha'me  aUas  Ewen,  his  qxnise, 
'^  lawful  daughter  and  only  child  of  John  Ewen,  :mer- 
"  chant  in  Aberdeen^  procreate  betwbct  him  and  the 
'*  deceased  JeJiet  Middleton,  his  spouse,  with  the 
'^  special  advice  and  consetit  of  her  said  fether,  and 
'^  the  said  John  Ewen,  for  himself,  hisxmn  right  lantl 
^'  interest,  on  the  other  part,  in  maimer  and  tothe  dffect 
^'  following  ;  that  is  to  say, : the  Said  parties  tobsider- 
^^  ing  that  the  said  James  Grahame  aiKd  'SHaabeth 
^  Grahame  aHas  Eweti, -'his  spouse,  ^^relffwfoHymar- 
'^  ried  to  eadh  other,  upon  the  day  of  November 

'^  1787  years,  and  -have  lived  tdgetherstneeiilial4ime 
'^  as  married  persons ;  and  that  now  la  son  is  bbm, 
^'  lawfully  procreated  of  the  said  marriage,  xalled 


U 


92  CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LOBDS 

1830.  **  John  ;  and  also  considering  that  there  was  no  con« 

EwEK  ^'  t^c^  of  marriage,  entered  into  betwixt  them  prior 

and  others  <«  to  the  celebration  of  the  marriage,  and  the  saiif 

Banmermak  /*  James  Grahame  intending  soon  to  go  abroad,  where 

ot  ere.  <|  1^^  ^^y  remain  for  some  time  in  the  prosecution  of 

*^  his  affairs,  he  is  desirous  to  make  some  suitable  pro- 
^^  vision  for  his  said  spouse  and  family^  according  to 
*^  his  ability ;  and  in  like  manner  the  said  John  Ewen, 
.**  out  of  his  own  free  will,  and  from  the  regard  he  bears 
**  to  his  said  son  and  daughter,  the  said  parties  have, 
*^  with  mutual  advice  and  consent,  concerted  and  settled 
upon  the  post-nuptial  contract  under  written :  There- 
fore, in  pursuance  thereof,  the  said  John  Ewen  hath 
instantly,  at  the  making  hereof,  satisfied  and  paid  to 
**  the  said  James  Grahame  the  sum  of  157  L  10s.  ster- 
ling, as  one  moiety  of  315 1,  sterling,  which  he  has 
agreed  to  give,  in  name  of  tocher  or  dowry,  with  bis 
*^  said   daughter,  of  which   moiety  the  said  James 
*^  Grahame  and  his  said  spouse  hereby  grant  the  re- 
^^  ceipt,  and  discharge  the  said  John  Ewen,  his  heirs, 
^*  executors  and   successors  thereof,  renouncing  the 
^*  exception  of  not  numerated  money,  and  all  other 
^  exceptions  and  objections  in  the  contrary  :  and  sic- 
**  like,  the  said  John  Ewen  binds  and  obliges  himself, 
and  his  foresaids,  to  satisfy  and  pay  to  the  said 
James  Grahame,  his  heirs,  executors  or  assignees, 
the  remaining  moiety  or  half  of  the  said  tocher,  being 
*'  the  like  sum  of  157 1  10s.  sterling,  and  that  at  the 
**  first  term  of  Whitsunday  or  Martinmas  next  and 
**  immediately  following  year  and  day  after  the  decease 
"  of  the  said  John  Ewen,  with  a  fiflh  part  more  of 
*^  liquidate  penalty  in  case  of  failzie,  and  the  annual 
*^  rent  of  the  said  moiety  during  the  not-payment  after 
^^  the  term  of  payment  thereof  above  written ;  and 
*^  which  whole  sum  of  315/.  sterling  is  hereby  declared 
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^^  to  be  in  full  satisfaction  to  the  said  Mrs.  Elizabeth        isso. 
"  Grahame  alias  Ewen  and  her  said  husband;  and.     *e^I^ 
"  they  do  hereby  accept  of  the  same,  in  fall  contentation     and  others 
'^  to  them  of  all  goods,  gear,  debts,  sums  of  money,   bannermax 
"  and  other  moveables  whatsoever,  which  they  might    *^  others., 
'*  anyways  ask,  claim  or  crave  by  and   through  the 
''  decease  of  the  said  Janet  Middleton,  her  mother,  by 
*^  virtue  of  her  contract  of  marriage  with  the  said  John 
"  Ewen,  her  father,  or  of  any  clause,  article  or  condi- 
*'  tion  therein  contained,  which  is  hereby  discharged* 
^^  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  fully  and  effectually 
^*  as  if  the  same  was  particularly  ingrossed,  or  by  any 
*'  other  manner  of  way,  or  by  and  through  the  decease 
^^  of  the  said  John  Ewen,  her  father,  whenever  the 
same  shall  happen,  at  the  pleasure  of  God,  either  ajs 
bairns  part  of  gear,  dead's  third,  portion-natural,  or 
**  on  any  other  cause  or  account  whatsoever,  good  will 
*'  only  excepted;    and,  on  the  other  part,  the  said 
**  James  Grahame  gives,  grants,  assigns, and  dispones 
"  to  and  in  favours  of  himself  and  the  said  Elizabeth 
**  Grahame  alias  Ewen,  his  spouse,  in  conjunct  fee  and 
**  life-rent,  but  for  her  life-rent  use  allenarly,  during 
''  all  the  days  of  her  life-time  after  his  decease,  in  case 
**  she  survive  him,  and  to  the  said  John  Grahame, 
*^  their  son,  and  any  other  child  or  children  to  be  born 
*^  of  the  said  marriage,  equally  amongst  them  in  fee ; 
^'  whom  failing,  to  the .  said  Elizabeth  Grahame  alias 
^'  Ewen,  her  heirs,  executors  or  assignees,  all  and  whole 
"  the  sum  of  500/.  sterling,  belonging,  due  and  payable 
''  to  the  said  James  Grahame  out  of  the  first  end  of  the 
^  sums  and  subjects  left  and  bequeathed  to  him  by  the 
*^  said  deceased  William  Grahame  of  Murphy,   his 
*^  father,  and  obliges  himself  to  make  the  said  prin- 
''  cipal  sum  forlhcoming  to  his  said  spouse  and  chiU 
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1 830.       ^  dren,  accoi ding  to  their  several  interests  above  spe- 

and  others  The  deed  sets  out  with  a  most  important  recital,  be- 
Bavveiimav  cause  it  shows  that  the  father  took  care  of  the  interests 
and  otben.  ^f  |^|g  daughter  as  far  as  die  husband  was  concerned) 
but  the  sequel  shows  also  how  he  took  care  of  both 
daughter  and  husband,  as  far  as  his  own  interest  was 
concerned.  One  of  the  considerations  for  the  deed 
was  the  husband's  settling  500  /.  on  the  wife,  which  he 
did,  and  it  was  under  these  circumstances  that  £wen 
says,  ^*  Therefore  the  said  Johi^  £wen  hath  instantly, 
^^  and  at  the  making  hereof,  satisfied  and  paid  to  the 
^'  ^d  James  Grahame  the  sum  of  157/.  10^."  Now 
that  was  positively  false.  He  had  not  then  satisfied 
and  paid  a  single^&rthing.  What  he  did  was  merely  to 
renounce  a  debt  of  61  /.,  due  to  him  from  Grahame,  for 
goods,  and  to  give  a  promissory  note  for  the  other  96  /. 
The  deed  therefore  recites -a  positive  falsehood,  which, 
beyond  all  doubt  is  one  of  the  strangest  indicuE  of 

'fraud. 

The  deed  is  made  to  declare  that  they  accept  of  the 

.  3X5 1.^  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  daughtei^s  claims  under 
the  marriage-contract  of  her  mother  and  father.  And 
then,  what  is  it  they  really  accept  in  full  satisfaction  ? 
a  promissory  note  for  96  /.,  and  goods  to  the  amount  of 
61  /. ;  for  as  to  the  other  157 /•?  they  had  no  real  secu- 
rity for  it — nothing  to  prevent  his  wasting  it  or  dis-. 
posing  df  it,  ^as  he  might  any  other  part  of  his  property. 
All  that  they  have  got,  therefore,  is  157/*  in  this  man- 
ner, not  in  money,  but  partly  in  goods  of  some  sort  or 
other,  of  which  the  true  value  is  never  ascertained,  and 
partly  by  a  promissory  note.  And  with  respect  to  the 
other  157  /.,  they  do  not  stand  in  the  least  in  a  better 

•  situation  than  under  the  father  and* mother's  original 
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settlement,  for  they  have  otily  \nn  pelpsonal  security.        isso. 
Now  take  it  that  they  were  entitled  only  to  815  /.,  is       g^gp, 
not  this  a  fraud  on  this  young  woman,  then  only  twenty-    *"*•  *>**"«*• 
one  years  of  age,  to  obtain  from  her  a  discharge  of  BfLvvMAn 
that  315  /.  for  the  sum  of  157 1,  and  that  paid  in  the    *"*  ''^''• 
manner  which  {  have  stated.    It  sbems  to  me  that  any 
one  who  looks  at  tliis  deed,  having  regard  to  the  cir- 
cumstances uiider  which  it  was  made,  must  be  satisfied 
that  it  is,  on  the  face  of  it,  fraudulent    It  begins  witfi 
the  recital  of  a  falseh6od,  and  what  is  worse,  if  any 
thing  can  be  worse,  it  evidently  shows  that  a  gross  and 
abominable  advantage  was  taken  of  these  young  per- 
sons, for  it  iSoes  not  put  thetti  in  thfe  least  in  a  better 
situation  than  they  were  in  before.    If  it  had  given 
them  any  heritiable  charge,  or  any  good  security  that 
this  property  should  be  forthcoming  afterwards,   it 
might  be  said  that  this  was  a  gainful  bargain.     But 
nothing  of  that  kind  was  done;  and  Isay  therefore, 
that  this  deed  is,  on  the  face  of  it,  fraudulent.     If  that 
be  so,  then  the  interlocutor  that  has  'beeh  pronounced 
by  the  Lord  Ordinary,  and  adhered  to  by  the  Court 
beloW,  ought  to  be  reversed. 

I  have  felt  sdtne  difficulty  in  this  case,  as  I  always 
do  in  reversing  decisions  of  the  Court  below;  biit 
1  have  here  the  satisfaction  to  state  that  the  Lord 
Ordinary  atid '<he  rfest  of  (he  Court,  in  the  first  instance, 
pronounced  a  difiereilt  judgment  N6w  lamnot  one 
of  those  who  think  that  Second  thougJits  are  always 
best ;  I  ain  of  opinion  that  first  impnessi'ons  are  often 
best  We  reason  upbn  them  afterwards,  and  some- 
times we  refine  and  refine  until  we  get  rid  of  those 
strong,  plain,  and  intelligible  principles  by  which 'We 
ought  to  be  governed ;  and  I  wish  that  in  this  instance 
the  Court  below  had  adhered  to  their  original  determi- 
nation, and  then  the  parties  would  have  beenr  saved  the 
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1830.       trouble  of  preferring  these  different  appeals  which  have 
been  attended  with  such  enormous  expense. 

and  others         If  I  had  thought  that  any  thing  could  have  been 
BA»NEHifAN   gained  by  an  issue,  I  would  unquestionably  have  sent 

and  pthen.  this  case  to  a  jury.  But  this  question  comes  before  us 
to  be  inquired  into,  after  all  those  who  could  g^ve 
the  best  account  of  the  matter  have  fallen  into  the 
grave ;  and  I  am  afraid  that  it  would  now  be  useless  to 
direct  an  issue.  I  do  not  abstain  from  sending  the 
question  to  a  jury,  because  I  have  not  the  highest 
respect  for  the  Jury  Court  of  Scotland,  and  particularly 
for  the  learned,  and  intelligent,  and  excellent  person 
who  presides  in  that  Court  But  neither  he  nor  the 
jury  can  get  at  the  facts  by  a  trial,  unless  there  are 
witnesses  to  state  them,  and  witnesses  cannot  be  had 
in  this  case,  for  the  reasons  which  I  have  stated. 

But  besides  this,  there  is  another  point  on  which 
the  case  might  be  decided.     By  this  instrument,  one  of 
the  most  extraordinary  I  have  ever  seen,   and  one 
executed  under  circumstances  the  most  calculated  to 
excite  suspicion  that  I  have  ever  known,  the  lady 
released  every  right  of  every  description  which  she 
had,  and  which  it  was  possible  for  her  to  release — a 
circumstance  which,  in  my  mind,   goes  very  far  to 
show  that  an  undue  advantage  has  been  taken  of  her. 
If  the  deed,  with  the  discharge,  be  valid,  it  put  her 
into  this  situation  that  it  gave  to  her  father,  Mr.  Ewen, 
a  power  to  dispose  of  this  property,  which  otherwise  he 
had  not  by  law,  because  by  law  a  portion  of  it  was 
secured  to  her,  independently  of  the  first  deed.     If  he 
has  legally  disposed  of  it,  it  is  gone,  and  the  daughter 
cannot  now  be  heard  to  dispute  the  transaction.    And 
that  brings  us  to  the  question — has  he  legally  disposed 
of  the  property  ?  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  has  not  legally 
disposed  of  it;  and  that  the  deed  by  which  he  attempted 
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to  rob  his  family,  in  order  to  procure  for  himself  an        1830. 
empty  name,  is  a  void  instrument     I  wish  we  could      ^,i^ 
find  some  mode  of  getting  rid  of  all  deeds  of  this     *°*^  ^^^^^^ 
description,  by  which  people  cheat  their  families  of  the   Bannermaw 
property  which  belongs  to  them,  in  order  to  make  it  a     *"^  ^^^^^' 
sacrifice  to  their  own  vanity. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  deed  is  void  on  the  ground  Trust-deed 
that  it  is  too  uncertain  to  be  carried  into  execution,  certainty. 
It  is  impossible — I  defy  any  Judge  to  give  directions 
on  which  it  can  be  carried  into  execution.  I  agree 
with  the  learned  Lord  in  the  Court  below,  who  says 
that  a  little  confusion  or  ambiguity  is  not  to  vacate  a 
deed.  God  forbid  that  it  should ;  for  if  it  did,  few 
would  be  the  deeds  that  would  stand.  I  say,  and 
I  state  this  as  my  principle,  that  in  order  to  vacate  a 
deed  on  the  ground  of  obscurity,  the  obscurity  must  be 
such  as  to  render  it  impossible  to  put  such  a  construc- 
tion upon  it  as  that  it  can  be  carried  into  execution ; 
and  I  will  even  go  this  length,  that  if  any  part  of  it  can 
be  well  executed,  that  part  ought  to  stand,  if  it  be  not 
controlled  by  something  else.  But  I  put  the  case  on 
this  ground,  that  the  deed  cannot  be  executed  at  all  ; 
and  I  undertake  to  demonstrate  this  to  your  Lord* 
ships. 

This  deed,  dated  October  1821,  was  made  two  days 
before  the  death  of  the  maker ;  but  I  do  not  put  the 
objection  at  all  on  the  ground  of  death-bed,  because,  as 
has  been  properly  observed,  that  objection  does  not 
properly  apply  to  personal  property.  But  it  appears 
that  two  days  before  his  death,  and  while  on  his  death- 
bed, be  executed  a  deed  of  settlement,  which,  after 
making  some  small  provisions  for  some  members  of  his 
family,  and  some  small  bequests  to  certain  charitable 
institutions,  proceeds  as  follows : — "  For  payment  to 
"  the  magistrates  and  town-council  of  the  town  of 
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Montrose,  the  place  of  my  nativity,  and  the  ministers 
or  clergymen  of  that  town,  of  whatever  sect  or 
**  denomination  of  Christians  they  may  be,  or  to  any 
one  or  more  of  their  number  who  may  be  appointed 
by  them  to  receive  the  same,  of  the  sum  of  6,000/." 
Now  here,  to  apply  my  own  principle,  I  say,  that  if 
we  could  see  how  to  apply  the  6,000  /•,  but  could  not 
see  how  to  apply  the  residue,  and  the  accumulations 
on  the  residue  of  the  property,  I  should  have  said  that 
the  deed  might  be  good  as  to  the  6,000/.  although 
bad  as  to  the  rest.  But  I  will  show  your  Lordships 
that  the  6,000/.,  and  the  residuary  property  must 
all  go  together  by  the  words  which  create  so  much 
confusion.  ''  For  the  foundation  and  establishnient  of 
an  hospital  in  Montrose,  similar  to  Robert  Gordon's 
hospital  in  Aberdeen,  for  maintenance,  clothing,  and 
education  of  the  lawful  sons  and  grandsons  of  de- 
cayed burgesses,  &c.  of  the  said  town  of  Montrose ; 
and  which  sum,  and  interest  and  profits  arising 
therefrom,  shall  remain  vested  in  the  said  magis- 
trates,  &c.  to  be  laid  out  for  the  purposes  aforesaid, 
under  such  rules,  &c.  as  I  shall  appoint  by  my  sepa- 
rate deed  or  writing  under  my  hand,  (he  did  no 
such  thing,)  and  failing  any  such  deed  or  writing, 
under  riiles  and  regulations  similar  to  those  now 
existing  for  the  government  and  management  of 
Robert  Gordon's  hospital  in  Aberdeen  aforesaid." 
As  to  the  rules  for  the  government  and  manage- 
ment of  the  charity,  which  the  maker  of  this  deed 
wished  to  establish,  I  think  the  deed  sufficiently  clear 
on  that  subject,  if  we  only  know  when  the  trustees  are 
to  begin  to  have  any  thing  to  manage,  since  they  are 
directed  to  regulate  themselves  according  to  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  Gordon's  hospital,  and  with  such 
additions  to  or  alterations  thereon  as  might  be  made  by 
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tlie  trustees,  and  which  they  were  empowered  to  make»  1830. 
This,  on  the  authority  of  a  case  which  I  shall  mention  £^£^ 
by  and  by,  is  quite  sufficient ;  and  most  persons  who  *"*^  othen' 
make  dispositions  of  this  kind  give  to  those  who  have  Bannebmaw 
to  execute  the  trust  authority  to  make  such  regulations.  *"^  ®'*'®'^** 
Then  he  goes  on  to  say,  '^  and  with  respect  to  the  rest, 
*^  remainder  and  residue  of  my  means,  property  and 
''  estate^  &c.  I  hereby  will,  direct  and  appoint  such  resi- 
^^  due  and  remainder  to  be  paid,  or  conveyed  and  made 
over  by  my  said  trustees  to  the  said  magistrates  and 
town-council,  and  clergymen  of  Montrose,  or  to  any 
''  one  or  more  of  their  number  authorized  by  them  to 
receive  the  same,  as  an  addition  to  and  to  be  em- 
ployed for  the  same  ends  and  purposes  with  the 
foresaid  legacy  of  6,000  /. :  declaring,  that  the  said 
**  sum  and  residue  shall  be  payable  by  my  said  trustees 
**  at  the  first  term  of  Whitsunday  or  Martinmas  that 
*^  shall  happen  twelve  months  after  my  decease,  or  as 
*'  soon  thereafter  as  the  funds  under  trust  can  be 
realized :  Also  declaring,  as  it  is  hereby  specially 
provided  and  declared,  that  neither  the  said  sum 
<'  and  residue,  nor  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  diverted 
at  any  time  from  the  uses  and  purposes  for  which 
the  same  is  hereby  destined,  or  applied  to  any  other 
use  or  purpose  whatever ;  and  the  said  magistrates 
^'  and  town-council,  and  clergymen,  shall  lend  out  the 
free  balance  of  the  interest  and  profits  arising  from 
the  said  sum  and  residue,  every  year,  on  such  herit- 
able or  personal  security  as  they  may  deem  sufficient 
at  the  time,  so  as  the  same  may  accumulate,  with  the 
additional  interest  arising  thereon,  until  the  principal 
suoas,  and  accumulated  interests,  shall  amount  to  the 
sum  of  /.   sterling,  when  the  same  shall  be 

stocked,  secured  and  employed  upon  lands,  bonds, 
^  obligations,  or  other  sufficient  security,  from  time  to 

H  2 


il 
it 

l€ 
H 
«t 

€1 


100  CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 

1829.        "  time,    for    erecting  and   maintaining  the  foresaid 
EwEN        "  hospital,  and    for   the    maintenance,  clothing   and 
amioiiieis     "  education  of  boys  of  the  description  above 

Bann-eumam   **  mentioned." 

Your  Lordships  will  therefore  observe  that  the  6,000/. 
and  the  residue  were  to  be  put  out  in  the  manner 
directed,  at  interest,  and  that  the  interest  was  to  go  on 
accumulating  till  it  amounted  to  sterling ;  and 

till  it  has  accumulated  to  the  sum  of  sterling 

the  trustees  can  build  no  hospital,  and  can  do  no  act 
whatever  in  the  execution  of  this  trust.  Now  when 
does  the  fund  amount  to  this  sum  of  blank  pounds  ? 
Is  it  after  the  national  debt  shall  have  been  paid,  or 
before  ?  No  human  being  can  possibly  tell.  I  say  then, 
that  unless  you  can  give  some  meaning  to  the  blanks 
it  is  a  trust  that  cannot  by  possibility  be  executed. 
A  noble  Lord  once  said,  on  the  very  seat  in  which  I  am 
now  sitting,  that  it  was  not  for  wise  people  to  put  fools 
nonsense  into  sense  ;  but  it  is  impossible  for  any 
person,  wise  or  otherwise,  to  put  any  construction  upon 
this.  Then  the  deed  says  also,  for  the  clothing,  main- 
tenance, &c.  of  boys.  How  many  boys  ?  Ohe  ? 
One  hundred  ?  or  One  thousand  ?  The  sums  consti- 
tuting the  provisions,  and  the  objects  to  be  provided 
for,  are  equally  uncertain.  If  the  sums  and  objects 
had  been  certain,  the  rules  and  regulations  are  suffi- 
ciently provided  for ;  but  they  can  never  be  called  into 
existence  till  you  get  rid  of  the  difficulties  which  I  have 
mentioned.  I  think  this  deed  is  to  be  accounted  for 
in  this  way  :  This  man,  when  he  executed  this  deed, 
was  within  two  days  of  the  period  of  his  death,  but 
did  not  think  that  he  was  to  die  so  soon,  for  at  the 
time  he  contemplated  the  execution  of  another  deed 
by  which  certain  directions  were  to  be  given  to  tlie 
trustees.     What  is  the  inference  from  that  ?     That  this 
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poor  man,  not  thinking  he  was  so  near  his  end,  left  the 
instrument  in  this  imperfect  state,  contemplating  that  it 
would  please  Providence  to  allow  him  time  to  complete 
it,  but  such  was  not  the  case. 

.  My  Lords,  we  have  been  referred  to  one  case  on  this 
subject,  and  to  one  case  only;  and  I  think  I  have 
already  given  an  answer  to  that  case,  by  stating,  that  in 
this  case  if  any  part  of  the  deed  could  be  executed  it 
ought  to  be  executed,  although  the  rest  should  be  inca- 
pal)le  of  execution.  The  case  I  allude  to  was  decided 
l>y  your  Xiordships,  when  you  were  assisted  by  a  learned 
Judge,  whose  decease  we  all  lament,  I  mean  that  excel- 
lent man  the  late  Lord  Gifford,  and  I  subscribe  to  every 
syllable  that  was  said  on  that  occasion  by  his  Lord- 
ship. Now  what  was  that  case  ?  In  that  case.  Hill 
and  others  were  Appellants,  and  Burns  and  others 
were  Respondents,  and  it  was  of  this  description  : 
Alexander  Hood,  of  the  island  of  Montserrat,  after 
bequeathing  certain  legacies,  conveyed  the  residue  of 
his  estate,  real  and  personal,  amounting  to  30,000/.  to 
his.  sister  Mary  Hood,  of  Glasgow,  and  her  heirs,  for 
ever.*  Thereafter  she  executed. a  trust  settlement  in 
favour  of  the  Respondents  as  trustees,  in  which,  after 
giving  legacies  to  different  individuals,  she  directed  the 
residue  of  her  estate — the  residue  as  it  existed  at  the 
time — which  makes  a  great  difference  between  that  case 
and  the  present — to  be  applied  to  charitable  purposes 
in  these  terms  :  "  I  appoint  the  residue  of  my  said 
estate  to  be  applied  by  my  said  trustees,  and  their 
foresaids,  in  aid  of  the  institution  for  charitable  and 
benevolent  purposes  established,  or  to  be  established, 
in  the  city  of  Glasgow,  or  neighbourhood  thereof, 
and  that  in  such  way  or  manner,  and  in  such  pro- 
portions of  the.principal  or  capital,  or  of  the  interest 
or  annual  proceeds  of  \]\v  sums  so  to  be  appropriated 
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1830.       *'  as  to  my  said  trustees  and  their  foresaids  shall  seem 

"^^^I^      "  proper ;"  declaring,  "  and  I  hereby  expressly  de- 

and  others    «  clare  that  they  shall  be  the  sole  judges  of  the  appro- 

Bannermaii  "  priation  of  the  said  residue  for  the  purposes  afore* 

•Dd  other*,   u  gaid/'    Now  what  was  the  question  in  that  case  ? 

It  was  argued  that  it  was  necessary  that  the  Lady 

should  have  distinctly  stated  who  were  the  objects  of 

her  bounty,  and  Lord  Gifford  said.  No,  it  is  not  ne« 

cessary  for  the  Lady  distinctly  to  state  who  are  the 

objects  of  her  bounty.     She  says  it  is  in  aid  of  all  the 

charitable  institutions  existing,  or  which  are  hereafter 

to  exist  in  Glasgow ;  and  in  order  that  there  may  be  no 

uncertainty  she  leaves  it  to  the  trustees  to  decide  who 

were  to  be  the  objects  of  her  bounty.      Now  your 

Lordships  perceive  that  there  is  not  that  uncertainty  in 

that  case  which  exists  in  the  present.    There  the  extent 

of  the  fund  was  ascertained,  and  the  power  over  it  was 

given  to  trustees,  and  the  mode  in  which  it  was  to  be 

managed  and  applied  was  left  to  their  discretion      In 

the  judgment  in  that  case  Lord  Gifford  goes  into  a 

learned  argument,  and  refers  to  a  great  many  cases^ 

witli  which  1  shall  not  trouble  your  Lordships,  but 

every  one  of  them  stands  on  the  same  principle  as  that 

which  Lord  Gifford  decided ;  and  that  was,  that  there 

was  a  certain  fund ;  and  the  only  ambiguity  was  as  to 

the  appropriation ;  and  in  all  these  cases  that  difficulty 

is  got  over  by  a  large  discretion  vested  in  the  trustees ; 

but  here  no  discretionary  power  is  vested  in  the  trustees. 

If  it  had  been  said  in  this  deed,  '^  the  trustees  shall 

'^  begin  to  build  as  soon  as  they  shall  have  accumulated 

**  such  a  fund  as  they  think  equal  to  the  purpose," 

that,  in  my  view,  would  have  obviated  the  difficulty, 

because  then  the  time  when  the  hospital  was  to  be 

built  would  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  trustees ; 

but  there  is  no  such  discretionary  power  left  with  them, 
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or  with  any  body  else,  and  it  was  quite  uncertain  what       laso. 
Ewen's  own  intention  was  on  the  subject.  ^fn 

It  is  with  regret  that  I  feel  it  my  duty  to  advise     and  others 
your  Lordships  to  reverse  the  decision  of  the  Court   Banwerman 
below,  for  which  I  have  the  greatest  respect,  but  in     •"**  ^'''*" 
doing  so  If   most  conscientiously,   exercise  my  own 
judgment.     I  have  done  so  in  this  case,  which  I  con- 
sidered of  so  much  importance,  that  during  a  large 
portion  of  the  night  which  has  intervened  between  the 
time  when  this  case  was  under  discussion  yesterday 
and  this  morning,  it  has  occupied  my  thoughts ;  and 
after  having  given  it  the  most  attentive  and  anxious 
consideration^  I  feel  myself  bound  to  recommend  to 
your  Lordships  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
below,  and  to  declare  that  the  two  deeds  which  I  have 
mentioned  ought  to  be  reduced. 

Judgment  reversed  accordingly. 


H4 


104  .  CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 


it 

a 


APPEAL, 

FROM    THE    COURT    OF   SESSION. 
Febraary. 

^lisoJ         Stevenson      ...        -        Appellant. 
' — ^  Rowan  D         .        •        -        .        Respondent. 

Law  Afj^ent.  ^ 

Responsibility 

for  negligence.  A  law-agent  employed  to  prepare  an  heritable  bond  states 

the  manner  of  holding  in  this  way ;  the  grantor  is  taken 
bound  '.'to  infeft  and  seise  the  said  Henry  Wardrob  and 
his  foresaids,  on  our  own  expenses,  in  the  lands  and 
others  above  disponed,  to  be  holdenyrom  me,  of  and  under 
my  immediate  lawful  superiors  thereof  in  the  same  manner 
as  I  hold  the  same  myself,  and  for  payment  of  the  same 
"  feu-duties  as  I  pay  or  am  bound  to  pay  therefor." 
The  agent  neglects  to  procure  confirmation  from  the  superior, 
in  consequence  of  which  his  employer,  the  grantee,  loses 
his  money. 
Held  by  the  House  of  Lords,  affirming  a  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Session,  that  this  was  a  public  holding,  and 
invalid  for  want  of  confirmation;  and  that  the  agent, 
having  chosen  to  depart  from  the  usual  practice  of  intro- 
ducing the  double  manner  of  holding,  and  having  neg- 
lected to  procure  confirmation,  was  bound  to  make  good 
the  loss. 
Secus,  if  it  had  been  a  mistake  in  a  nice  and  difficult  point 
of  law. 

ROWAND,  a  banker  in  Glasgow,  being  willing  to 
advance  1,000/.  in  loan  to  Mr.  Campbell,  of  Lochend, 
on  heritable  security,  and  not  wishing  that  Mr.  Camp- 
bell should  know  that  the  money  came  from  him, 
employed  Stevenson,  a  writer  in  Glasgow,  to  offer  the 
loan  to  Mr.  C.  in  the  name  of  a  Mr.  Wardrob,  a 
partner  of  Rowand.  Mr.  C.  accepted  it,  and  Rowand 
employed  Stevenson   to   prepare  the  security.     The 
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security  was  prepared  and  executed  in  December  1817r  ^^3^- 
and  banded  over  to  Mr.  Rowand,  wbo  thereupon  ad-  srEVENson 
vanced  tbe  money  to  Mr.  C.  Tbere  was  some  dispute 
afterwards  wbetber  it  was  banded  over  to  Rowand  by 
Stevenson  as  a  complete  and  valid  security  over  tbe 
lands.  It  appeared  tbat  Stevenson  bad  said  to  Rowand 
at  tbe  time,  tbat  something  remained  to  be  done ;  but 
it  turned  out  tbat  tbis  referred  merely  to  an  assignation 
of  tbe  security  to  be  made  by  Wardrob  to  Rowand, 
wbicb  was  accordingly  made. 

In  August  1820,  Sir  Colin  Campbell,  and  a  Captain 
Patrick  Campbell,  lent  Mr.  C.  5,250  /.  on  security  of 
tbe  same  lands  of  Locbend.  Afterwards  Mr.  G.  be- 
came embarrassed ;  tbe  value  of  land  was  depressed; 
and  it  was  found  tbat  tbe  price  tbat  could  be  got  for 
tbe  estate  of  Locbend  would  not  nearly  pay  tbe  money 
secured  on  it ;  and  tbe  result  was,  tbat  a  sequestration 
was  applied  for  and  awarded. 

Sir  C.  and  Captain  Campbell  tben  looked  narrowly 
into  tbe  prior  securities,  and  discovered,  tbat  in  tbe 
heritable  bond  in  favour  of  Wardrob  tbis  was  tbe  only 
manner  of  holding  introduced ;  viz.  Mr.  C.  was  taken 
bound  "  to  infeft  and  seise  tbe  said  Henry  Wardrob 
"  and  his  foresaids,  in  the  lands  and  others  above 
"  disponed,  to  be  bolden  from  me  of  and  under  my 
immediate  lawful  superiors  thereof  in  tbe  same  man- 
ner as  I  hold  the  same  myself,  &c."  There  was  no 
charter  of  confirmation.  Tbe  precept  of  saisine  which 
followed  made  no  mention  of  any  particular  manner  of 
holding,  but  simply  granted  warrant  to  infeft  Wardrob, 
his  heirs  and  assignees,  in  the  lands  mentioned  in  the 
previous  part  of  the  deed. 

Tbe  state  of  the  law,  and  the  practice  on  tbe  subject, 
was  thus  described  in  tbe  case  for  the  Respondent 
Rowand. 
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1830.  ^^  According  to  the  feudal  usages  adopted  in  Scotland 

Stevehsov  "  ^^  heritable  property  is  supposed  to  be  held  under 
V-  ^'  some  superior  or  over-lord.  It  sometimes,  though 
'^  rarely,  occurs,  that  the  immediate  superior,  when  he 
'^  conveys  or  feus  his  property^  prohibits  the  disponee 
'^  or  vassal  from  sub-feuing  the  lands,  or  from  granting 
''  any  conveyance  of  them^  to  be  held  of  himself, 
^'  or  of  any  other  superior  than  the  one  by  whom  the 
**  original  conveyance  is  granted.  Even  when  such 
**  a  clause,  prohibiting  sub-infeudation,  occurs  in  a  title, 
'^  it  is  not  held  to  apply  to  heritable  securities,  which 
*<  are  mere  burdens  upon  the  property,  and  which 
''  are  in  general  expressly  excepted  in  such  prohibitory 
''  clauses.  Accordingly,  the  uniform  practice  of  pre- 
*'  paring  heritable  securities  is  to  grant  an  obligation 
^'  engaging  to  infeft  the  disponee  or  lender  of  the 
''  money,  by  the  double  manner  of  holding,  either  of 
and  under  the  grantor's  superior,  which  is  called 
a  public  holding,  or  of  and  under  the  grantor  of  the 
<<  bond  himself,  which  is  called  a  base  holding.  This 
^'  last  creates  a  species  of  sub-feu,  which,  as  soon  as 
<^  the  infeftment  is  recorded,  is  effectual  against  all 
'^  third  parties.  If  a  public  holding  be  intended,  the 
''  infeftment  is  not  good  till  confirmed  by  the  superior 
*'  under  whom  the  lands  are  to  be  held,  because  no 
'^  one  but  himself  can  authorize^  or  grant  warrant,  for 
**  such  an  infeftment.  £ven  where  there  is  the  most 
^^  express  prohibition  against  sub-infeudation,  the  uni- 
"  form  practice  is  to  grant  warrant  for  the  double 
**  manner  of  holding;  because  the  base  holding, 
**  though  not  good  against  the  original  superior,  is 
*^  effectual  against  all  the  world  beside.  It  is  the 
uniform  practice,  therefore,  in  preparing  heritable 
securities,  to  create  a  base  holding,  not  merely  be- 
**  cause  it  is  a  very  rare  occurrence  in  any  set  of  title- 
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'*  deeds  to  find  this  prohibited,  but  also  because,  where  isso. 
"  this  occurs,  the  superior  has  generally  no  interest  to  f^^^^^^^ 
^'  challenge  it,  and  no  other  person  can  do  so.  On  _  v. 
*^  the  other  hand,  no  cautious  and  intelligent  practi« 
^<  tioner  ever  thinks  of  framing  an  heritable  securityi 
'^  with  a  public  holding  only^  because  till  the  infeft* 
*^  ment  shall  be  confirmed  by  the  superior,  it  is  utterly 
«  invalid.  Accordingly,  till  recently,  no  example  of 
*^  this  kind  had  occurred  in  practice ;  but  some  law 
'*  agents  in  Glasgow,  either  from  ignorance  of  the 
^  feudal  usages,  or  from  a  desire  to  innovate  upon 
<<  established  forms,  or  from  mere  inadvertence  and 
'^  carelessness,  have  prepared  heritable  securities,  omit- 
'^  ting  the  base  holding,  and  giving  infeftment  to  be 
'^  held  of  the  grantor  s  superior,  while,  at  the  same 
^'  time,  they  have  neglected  to  apply  for  or  obtain  the 
^*  superior's  confirmation  to  this  proceeding.  The 
'<  consequence  is,  that  the  intervening  bankruptcy  of 
"  the  grantor  of  the  bond,  before  such  confirmation 
**  was  obtained,  has  rendered^the  security  altoge&er 
"  void  and  useless.  That  such  a  blunder  is  a  very 
gross  one  on  the  part  of  any  legal  practitioner  can- 
not be  doubted.  Every  style-book,  as  well  as  the 
''  invariable  practice  of  all  men  of  business,  would  be 
'^  sufficient  to  show  any  person,  of  the  most  moderate 
''  acquirements,  (even  though  he  were  totally  ignorant 
'^  of  the  principles  which  regulated  the  difierent 
**  clauses),  how  a  proper  heritable  security  should  be 
**  firamed." 

Sir  Colin  and  Captain  Campbell  therefore  objected 
to  Wardrob's  security  that  it  must  be  postponed  to 
theirs,  as  it  was  a  public  bedding  unconfirmed,  on 
which  there  could  be  no  valid  infeftment  in  the  lands. 
But  in  answer  to  this  it  was  urged,  that  as  the  precept 
of  sasine  was   general  and  indefinite,  and  made  no 
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1 830.       reference  to  the  manner  of  holding,  the  infeftment  upon 
it  might  be  considered  as  applying  to  a  base  holding 
v.  and  constituting  a  base  fee.     On  the  other  hand  it  was 

■  contended,  that  the  precept  of  sasine  must  be  con- 
strued in  reference  to  the  manner  of  holding  specified 
in  the  previous  part  of  the  deed,  and  that  the  sasine 
was  therefore  null  without  confirmation  by  the  supe- 
rior. The  point  was  brought  before  the  Court  by 
petition  from  Sir  Colin  and  Captain  Campbell,  praying 
that  Wardrob  might  be  postponed  in  the  rouping  of 
the  creditors ;  in  other  words  that  it  might  be  found 
that  his  infeftment  was  not  a  base  infeftment,  but  a 
public  infeftment  unconfirmed. 

"  When  this  point  came  first  to  be  discussed  before 
"  the  first  division  of  the  Court  of  Session,  a  consider- 
"  able  difference  of  opinion  prevailed  upon  the  Bench. 
Two  of  the  Judges  were  of  opinion  that,  as  the  pre- 
cept of  sasine  made  no  reference  to  any  manner  of 
"  holding,  the  infeftment  might  be  construed  base; 
"  but  the  majority  were  of  a  different  opinion,  and 

"  held,  that  where  any  manner  of  holding  was  specified 
"  in  the  deed,  the  precept  of  sasine,  and  the  infeft- 

"  ment  following  upon  il,  must  necessarily  be  con- 

**  strued  in  reference  to  this  manner  of  holding ;  and, 

"  consequently,  that  Mr.  Wardrobs  infeftment  was 

"  null  till  confirmed  by  the  superior.    All  the  Judges, 

'•  however,  concurred  in  opinion  that  the  agent  who 

**  in  preparing  such  a  security  had  deviated  so  far 

from  the  ordinary  form  as  to  raise  such  a  question* 

was  much  to  blame.     When  it  was  so  easy  to  avoid 

any  question,  and  to  render  the  security  undoubted, 

"  by  merely  inserting  the  usual  clauses  to  be  found  in 

every  style-book,  an  agent  who  deviated  from  the 

common  course  incurred  much  responsibility  ;  and 

even  though  his  new  form   might  not  have  been 
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**  found  to  invalidate  the  security,  he  was  unquestion-       i^so. 
"  ably  to  blame  for  preparing  it  in  such  a  strange    si'Iv^i^NsuM 
"  manner  as  to  raise  a  question  resfardinff  it,  and  to     _  ^' 

Row  A  NIX* 

"  involve  his  employer  in  a  litigation  as  to  its  validity. 
"  The  question  at  issue  appeared  doubtful  to  some 
"  of  the  Judges,  and  there  was  a  natural  leaning  to 
**  support,  if  possible,  a  security,  of  which  the  cora- 
**  peting  creditors  had  full  knowledge,  when  they  lent 
"  their  money  to  Mr.  Campbell.  The  Court,  accord- 
"  ingly,  .upon  advising  a  reclaiming  petition  for  the 
'*  present  Respondent,  with  answers  for  Sir  Colin  and 
"  Captain  Campbell,  being  desirous  to  sift  the  matter 
"  to  the  bottom,  and  to  ascertain  whether  legal  grounds 
"  might  not  be  found  for  supporting  the  security  in 
"  question,  appointed  a  hearing  in  presence.  But  the 
'*  result  of  this  hearing  was  to  satisfy  all  the  Judges, 
"  with  the  exception  of  Lord  Uermand,  that  the 
'^  blunder  which  had  been  committed  by  the  Appellant 
^*  was  fatal  to  the  security,  and  that  it  was  impossible 
'^  consistently  with  feudal  rules,  to  hold  the  infeftment 
^*  in  question  as  a  base  infeftment,  oi  in  any  other 
^'  light  than  as  a  public  infeftment  unconfirmed ;  or,  in 
"  other  words,  as  a  mere  nullity.  The  security,  there- 
*'  fore,  which  the  Respondent  had  employed  the  Ap- 
"  pellant  to  prepare,  was  set  aside." 

Rowand  then  having  obtained  his  assignation  from      Appeal, 
Wardrob  brought  his  action  of  relief,  and  had  judg- 
ment (February  18^8)  in  his  favour    and  from  this 
judgment  Stevenson  appealed,  and  the  material  reasons 
assigned  for  him  were  these : 

A  law-agent  is  bound  to  obey  the  instructions 
given  to  him  by  his  employer,  and  if  he  exceed  or 
fall  short  of  these  instructions,  he  may  be  justly 
"  made  liable  for  the  damages  which  result  from  his 
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18S0.  <<  disregard  of  them*  But  if  he  strictly  adhere  to  these 
Stevensov  ^'  instructions,  no  responsibility  can  attach  to  him. 
^^  Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  Appellant  was  in- 
'^  structed  to  prepare  an  heritable  bond  and  disposition 
"  in  security  by  Mr.  Campbell  to  Mr.  Wardrop,  with 
**  a  sasine  on  duat  bond,  and  an  assignation  by  Mr. 
'^  Wardrop  to  the  Respondent.  He  was  not  instructed 
*^  or  empowered  to  do  more;  and  all  this  he  performed. 
*^  The  Respondent  has  not  offered  to  prove  that  his 
^^  instructions  were  more  ample  than  they  are  now 
^*  stated,  and  therefore  he  has  no  claim  on  the  ground 
'^  of  disobedience  to  instructions." 

*'  Even  if  the  Appellant  had  delivered  the  security 
^*  to  the  Respondent  as  complete,  he  could  not  have 
«<  justly  been  made  liable  for  the  debt,  because  a  law 
agent  is  not  responsible  for  an  error  in  cases  admit- 
ting of  reasonable  doubt,  but  is  liable  only  for  gross 
neglect  or  ignorance.    The  security,  as  it  actually 
'<  stood  when  delivered  to  tlie  Respondent,  although 
*^  not  completed  in  the  maimer  desired  and  proposed 
by  the  Appellant,  was,  in  the  opinion  of  the  most 
eminent  of  the  Profession,  sufficiently  valid.    The 
professor  of  law,  when  consulted  with  regard  to  its 
''  validity,  thus  expressed  himself:  "  I  cannot  hold 
«<  <  the  obligation  to  infefl  as  expressed  in  this  deed  to 
<<  <  be  conclusive  in  characterizing  as  a  public  infeft- 
**  ^  ment  only,  a  seisin  which  has  been  taken  on  an 
<<  <  indefinite  precept,  granted  as  the  bond  bears,  "  to 
<(  <  the  end  that  the  said  H.  Wardrob  may  be  imme- 
"  *  diately  infeft.*'     I  take  this  precept  to  be  perfecdy 
<<  <  sufficient  as  a  warrant  for  an  immediate  base  in- 
''  '  feftment,  and  that  therefore  Mr.  Wardrobes  security 
^'  '  is  unexceptionable.^    Lord  Balgray,  when  the  cause 
'^  was  first  advised,  was  of  the  same  opinion  with  the 
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^'  learned  professor.     *  The  question  then  is/  said  his       isso. 
*'  Lordship,  *  how  are  we  to  interpret  this  precept?    Is    stbvemson 
it  an  indefinite  precept,  which  is  applicable  either  ^' 

to  a  base  or  a  public  holding,  or  is  it  confined  to 
the  latter  species  of  holding?  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  is  an  indefinite  precept,  and,  therefore,  that 
the  sasine  taken  upon  it  confers  a  good  and  effec- 
tual rights  At  the  same  time  advising  the  Lord 
President  agreed  with  Lord  Balgray :  *  The  infeft- 
ment,'  said  his  Lordship,  ^  is  given  in  order  to 
vest  the  right  of  property ;  and  the  precept  shows 
that  the  disponer  unquestionably  meant  to  gprant  two 
modes  of  holding.  Now  in  the  case  of  Graham, 
Lord  Braxfield  held,  that,  although  there  was  a 
public  holding,  yet  the  precept  of  sasine  made 
Mr.  Graham  and  his  ancestors  to  hold  base.  That 
judgment  was  acquiesced  in.  I  am  therefore  of 
opinion  that  there  is  here  an  effectual  base  holdings 
and  consequently  a  good  security  in  faoour  of 
Rowand^'  And  at  the  last  advising  Lord  Hermand, 
<<  who  had  formerly  expressed  a  different  opinion, 
^'  came  at  last  to  be  convinced  that  the  infeftment  was 
**  to  be  considered  as  a  base  infeftment,  and  therefore 
''  valid.  And  admitting  that  this  was  a  nice  and  diffi- 
**  cult  qqestion,  his  Lordship  concluded  with  stating : 
^'  ^  Perhaps  if  the  word  allenarly  had  been  introduced 
«<  <  here  this  might  have  limited  the  disposition  to  a 
^^  ^  public  holding.  There  is  an  authority  in  Lord 
^'  ^  Stair  to  that  effect.  I  am  ihexeXove  for  altering  the 
**  *  interlocutor;^  that  is,  for  finding  that  the  security 
^'  was  valid.  Now,  when  so  many  eminent  persons, 
^*  distinguished  by  legal  knowledge  and  abilities,  were 
'^  of  opinion  that  this  security,  as  it  stood,  was  valid, 
*'  it  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  principles  of  law 
^'  and  justice,  to  hold  that  a  conveyancer  who  has  only 
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1830.       "  erred  along  with  them,  should  be  visited  for  his 
Stevenson    **  error  with  the  heavy  penalty  of  making  good  the 
^'^  "  debt.     The  general  rule  is,  that  a  professional  man 

spondet  peritiam  artis ;   but  he  is  not  required  to 
possess  the  highest  degree  of  skill  which  any  judge 
or  lawyer  can  possess.     If  the  matter  be  such,  that 
judges  and  lawyers  may  hold  different  opinions  con- 
cerning it  without  impeachment  of  that  knowledge 
"  and  talents,  the  mistake  of  a  law-agent  on  such  a 
*'  point  does  not  indicate  that  his  skill  is  less  than  that 
"  which  the  law  requires  of  him.    This  is  the  doctrine 
in  both  parts  of  the  island.     In  the  Scotch  case  of 
McLean  v.  Grants  I5th  Nov.  1805,  the  report  bears 
that  *  the  general  doctrine  of  the  responsibility  of  a 
"  '  man  of  business  by  error,  arising  from  gross  ignth 
*  rancCy  or  wilful  negligence^  was  recognized  by  all 
'  their  Lordships.  .  The  difference  of  opinion  in  this 
"  *  case  regarded  entirely  the  degree  of  blame  to  be 
'  attached  to  the   Defender,   which  a  majority  of 
'  the  Court  ultimately  thought  not  to  be  of  such  an 
"  ^  extent  as  to  subject  him  in   damages.'     In  the 
Fittw.Yniden,  «<  English  case  o{  Pittv.  Yalden.  Lord  Mansfield  said, 
Bak!^r  r.'        "  *  An  attorney  ought  not  to  be  liable  in  cases  of  rea- 
Jcam  *"*"*'       '*  *  ^owflAfc  doubt:     In  Baker  v.  Chandless,  Lord  Ellen- 

"  borough  laid  it  down,  '  That  an  attorney  is  only 
'*  *  liable  for  cra^sa  negligeniia,'  But  crassa  negU- 
"  gentia  cannot  be  urged  against  the  Appellant;  and 
the  opinions  above  quoted  sliow  that  there  was 
room  at  least  for  reasonable  doubt.  Indeed,  the 
"  diversity  of  opinions  on  the  bench  in  the  case  of 
"  Grant  v.  M^Leay^  1st  Jan,  1791,  was  held  suffi- 
**  cient  to  excuse  the  agent.  His  defence  was  rested 
'*  on  the  difficulty  of  the  professional  question,  which 
"  he  proved  by  the  fact,  that  in  the  original  question 
"  the  judgments  of  the  Court  had  varied,  and  this  was^ 
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^'  sustained  a  justification.  The  case  of  iMtg  v.  isso. 
'*  Stutkers  decided  on  appeal  during  the  last  session,  stbtbvsoh 
'^  is  not  adverse  to  the  Appellant ;  for  it  differed  from 
^  the  present  case  in  many  points,  and  particularly  in 
''  this  material  respect,  that  Mr.  Lang  had  the  title- 
^'  deeds  before  him  when  he  prepared  the  security, 
"  and  saw  that  they  conteined  an  express  prohibition 
*'  of  the  holding  de  me.  Widiout  a  confirmation, 
*'  Aerefore,  he  saw  that  an  infeftment  in  the  property 
'^  was  ineffectual;  and  yet  he  omitted  to  take  this 
**  step,  or  to  advise  it  to  be  taken.  But  in  the  present 
^*  case,  the  titles  contained  no  such  prohibition ;  and, 
*'  therefore,  according  to  the  opinions  above  given, 
**  infeftment  in  die  indefinite  precept  was  valid  as  a 
^'  base  infeftment.  This  too  was  the  general  opinion 
*^  of  law-s^nts  or  conveyancers,  in  which  accordingly 
'*  they  modelled  their  practice.  The  Appellant  tried 
<<  no  new  experiment  in  conveyancing ;  for  the  Res- 
<<  pondent  himself,  in  the  competition  with  Campbells, 
*^  expressly  stated,  that  loans  to  the  amount  of  half  a 
^  million  were  held  in  Glasgow  and  its  vicinity  on 
''  securities  similar  to  the  one  in  question;  and  he 
'^  therefore  pleaded  that  the  carnmunii  error^  if  there 
^  was  an  error,  ought  to  protect  his  security.  But  an 
''  agent  who  follows  the  ordinary  practice  cannot  be 
^  presumed  to  be  deficient  in  ordinary  skill;  when 
**  that  practice  is  sanctioned  by  the  highest  legal  opi- 
**  nions,  be  cannot  be  charged  with  crassa  negUgentia 
*'  out  imperitia;  and  these  are  the  only  grounds  on 
'<  which  a  law-agent  can  be  held  responsible  for 
^  damages." 
The  reasons  assigned  for  the  Respondent  were. 
First,  Because  die  Appellant,  holding  himself  out 
as  a  regular  conveyancer,  is  bound  to  repair  to  the 
Respondent  the  loss  occasioned  by  the  gross  blunder 
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18S0.       in  the  heritable  security  above  mentioned.     It  was 
Stevewso*    iinnecessary  and  unusuiJ  to  prepare  an  heritable  se- 
V-  curity  with  only  one:  manner  of  holding,  but  if  the 

Ro wAKiv  ^pp^u j^t  thought  fit  to  deviate  from  the  ordinary  form, 
he  ought  to  have  completed  the  security,  by  obtaining 
confirmation  from  the  superior.  This  was  as  essential 
as,  in  the  ordinaiy  case,  it  is  to  register  the  instrument 
of  sasine,  or  to  perform  any  other  part  of  ordinary  and  - 
well-known  duty.  It  was  improper  for  the  Appellant 
to  deviate  from  the  ordinary  form  in  preparing  this 
security.  Had  he  adhered  to  it,  confirmation  would 
not  have  been  necessary,  and  the  Respondent's  se- 
curity would  have  been  as  effectual,  without  confirma- 
tion, as  were  the  securities  prepared  by  .the  other  con- 
veyancers. It  is  impossible  to  conceive  a .  grosser 
blunder  than  that  committed  by  the  Appellant ;  and  it 
would  be  unjust  were  the  consequences  of  this  blunder 
not  to  fall  upon,  himself.  This  point  has  been  already 
adjudged  by  .this  Right  Honourable  House  in  the  case 
already  mentioned  of  Lang  v.  Struthers.-^WH.  Sh.  563. 

—(May  28,  1827.) 

Secondly.  Because  the  Appellant  does  not  allege,  at 
least  does  not  ofier  to  prove,  that  he  informed  the 
Respondent  that  the  security,  as  prepared  by  him,  was 
invalid  without  confirmation.  It  is  ridiculous  to  sup- 
pose that  the  Appellant  \  would  have  done  so,  and  it 
looks, more  like  burlesque  than  serious  pleading,  for 
the  Appellant  now  to  make  such  an  insinuation.  It  is 
totally  untrue,  and  is  destitute  equally  of  proof  and 
probabili^.  Nobody  but  a  fool,  or  a  knave,  would 
have  acted  in  the  manner  now  referred  to.  There  was 
no  use  for  any  deed  whatever  being  prepared,  unless 
the  Respondent  was  to  get  valid  security ;  and  it  is 
alike  incredible  and  untrue,  that  the  Respondent  would 
have  received  as  valid  securities  a  parcel  of  deeds 
which  he  was  told  were  perfectly  useless 
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And,  besides  the  case  of  Lang  and  Struthers,  the        isso. 
following  were  cited : 

"  The  clerk  of  the  bills  found  liable  for  that  part  of         Vi 
**  a  sum,  for  which  he  had  neglected  to  take  caution ; 
*'  1680,  November  17,  Ogilvie  v.  Riddelir 

**  The  clerk  of  the  bills  found  liable  for  a  debt,  for 
**  taking  as  cautioner  in  a  suspension,  a  person  who 
"  had  been  long  dead ;  1680,  December  10,  Drum- 
"  mondv.  Dunbar?' 

"  Where  an  mhibition  had  been  marked  as  registered, 
"  but  not  in  fact  booked,  the  clerk  and  his  reprensenta- 
"  tive  held  to  be  liable  for  damages  and  loss  thence 
"  accruing ;  1696,  January  3d,  Scott  against  Grieve?' 
**  An  inferior  commissary  clerk  gave  out  a  precept 
"  of  poinding  against  one  of  many  defenders,  although 
"  there  was  no  decerniture  against  him.  This  being 
"  suspended,  and  the  suspender  dying  in  the  mean 
"  time,  the  debt  was  lost.  The  clerk  was  found 
"  liable;  1709,  December  9th,  Johnstone  against 
«  Penderr 

"  A  writer  was  employed  to  raise  homing  and 
"  caption.  The  messenger  denounced  before  the 
"  elapse  of  six  days.  The  debtor,  incarcerated  on 
"  this  erroneous  charge,  recovered  damages  from  the 
"  creditor,  who  was  found  entitled  to  relief  from' 
"  the  writer;  1710,  November  28th,  fFood  against 
"  Fullerton. 

**  A  clerk  of  session  found  liable  in  damages  for 
"  delay  in  giving  out  an  extract;  1725,  July  27th, 
"  Robertson  against  Gibson  and  Hall?' 

**  A  writer  to  the  signet  having  received  from  the 
'*  complainer  10^.  sterling,  in  order  to  obtain  asus-^ 
**  pension  for  her,  and  accordingly  presented  the  bill, 
"  which  was  passed,  but  neglected  to  be  expede,  for 
"  this  reason,  given  by  him  in  excuse,  that  the  money 

I  2 
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1830.       '^  received  was  not  sufficient  for  expeding  the  bill,  but 
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ROWAND. 


Stbvemsom  which  he  had  not  notified  to  the  complainer,  the 
V.  <<  Lords  found  him  liable  in  damages  and  expenses, 
'*  and  remitted  to  the  ordiuary  on  the  bills  to  tax  the 
'^  same,  and  he  not  being  in  good  circumstances,  they 
'*  fined  him  only  in  10s.  sterling  to  the  poor;  17^1  y 
*^  July  29th,  Susanna  Rae^  Complmner.^^ 

^^  The  Lords  found  an  agent  liable  in  damages, 
*^  who  being  employed  to  expede  a  confirmation, 
^^  neglected  it  till  his  client  died,  by  which  means  his 
*^  widow  sustained  a  loss  of  212/.  sterling;  17^9 
'^  January  4th,  Goldic  against  Macdonaldr 

*'  A  person  was  intrusted  with  a  bill  of  exchange, 
<<  accepted  in  favour  of  another,  '  for  the  purpose  of 
"  '  doing  such  diligence  as  to  put  the  drawer  on  an 
**  ^  equal  footing  with  the  other  creditors.'  He  used 
'^  inhibition  on  the  ground  of  debt ;  but  as  he  neg* 
''  lected  to  adjudge,  no  part  of  the  money  was  re- 
*'  covered.  The  Lords  found  him  liable  in  a  sum 
^'  equal  to  what  the  pursuer  would  have  received  had 
'*  an  adjudication  been  led;  1787)  February  14th, 
'^  Mason  against  7%om." 

In  the  late  case  of  LiUy  against  Macdonald,  13th 
December  I8I6,  '^  a  bond  and  assignation  having  been 
**  granted  to  a  party,  it  was  found  that  his  agent, 
^*  being  unable  to  prove  that  he  had  duly  intimated 
'^  the  assignation,  was  liable  for  the  amount,  although 
*^  the  assignation  was  made  twenty-five  years  before 
*'  the  action  was  raised  against  the  agent,  and  although 

it  appeared  that  the  debt  assigned  was  compensated 

at  the  date  of  the  assignation."  The  judgment  in 
this  case  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords. 

In  the  case  of  Daugan  against  Smith,  3d  July  I8I7, 
«'  In  an  action  of  damages  against  a  writer  and  mes- 
"  senger  for  not  having,  according  to  instructions. 


it 
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**  alimented   a  debtor  in  jail,  who  was    afterwards        issc, 
**  liberated  on  the  act  of  grace,  the  debt,  for  which    stevekwit 
"  the  debtor  was  imprisoned,  found  the  only  measure  «^- 

"  of  the  damages/' 

In  the  case  of  Currie  against  Colquhoun,  17th  June 

1823.     **  Mrs.  Currie  having  agreed  to  sell  a  piece  of 

**  ground  to  Miller,  employed  Colquhoun,  a  writer, 

''  to  frame  missives  of  sale,  which  he  did,  but  failed 

*'  to  test  them  in  term  of  law.     An  action  of  imple- 

*'  ment  was  brought  against  Miller,   who  defended 

^  himself  upon  the  ground  that  the  missives  were  not 

^'  probative.    Without  abiding  the  issue  of  this  process, 

^^  Mrs.  Currie  instituted  an  action  of  relief  against  Col- 

**  quhoun ;  who  pleaded  in  defence,  first,  that  he  had 

<<  acted  gratuitously  as  a  friend,  and  not  as  an  agent ; 

"  and,  secondly,  that  rei  interventus  had  occurred,  by 

'^  which  the  bargain  was  completed  independent  of 

''  the  missives.     The  Lord  Ordinary  found,  that  as 

*'  he  was  entitled  to  make  a  charge  for  framing  the 

<'  missives,  it  was  his  duty  to  render  them  effectual, 

**  and  therefore  that  he  was  liable  in  relief,  and  the 

"  Court  adhered." 

There  is  one  late  case,  precisely  in  point,  where  the  y«l>-  a*  i8a6. 
Court  of  Session  had  no  difficulty  in  repelling  de-  p.  307;  and 
fences  similar  to  those  now  pleaded  by  the  Appellant,  i^p"  p^^J^""" 
The  Respondent  refers  to  the  decision  in  the  late  case 
of  Struthers  v.    Lang.      In  that  case  the  blunder, 
in  consequence  of  which  the  security  was  set  aside, 
was  the  same  with   that    which   was   committed  by 
the  Appellant      In  both  cases  there  was  a  precept 
of  sasine   in  general  terms,  while,    in  the  previous 
part  of  the  deed,  the  holding  was  declared  to  be  of 
and  under  the  grantor's  superior  only.     But  the  case  of 
Mr.  Lang  was,  in  this  respect,  more  favourable  than 
that  of  the  Appellant,  that,  by  the  title-deeds  of  the 

13 
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1 830.  party,  sub-infeudation  was  prohibited,  except  in  certaiir 
Mn)  28, 1827.  ^^^^'  which  made  it  impossible  to  follow  implicitly 
wiUon  &        any  common  style  of  heritable  bonds. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session  in  this  last 
case  was  affirmed  by  this  Right  Honourable  House, 
with  100  /.  costs ;  and,  as  was  observed  by  some  of 
the  Judges  in  the  court  below,  this  is  a  still  more  un. 
farourable  case  for  the  Appellant  than  Mr.  Lang  s  case 
was. 
Judgment.  The  causc  was  heard  in  February,  and  on  the  13th 
19  July  1830.  July  1830,  the  Lord  Chancellor  moved  : 

Lord  Chancellor : — [After  stating  the  general  nature 
of  the  case.]  It  appears  the»,  that  by  this  security  the 
property  was  to  be  held  of  the  immediate  superior  lord 
under  whom  the  grantor  held,  and  that  it  was  by  that 
manner  of  holding  that  Mr.  Wardrob  was  infeft  in  the 
lands.  But  in  order  to  complete  that  security  it  was 
necessary  that  a  charter  of  confirmation  should  have 
been  obtained  from  the  lord,  and  no  application  was 
made  to  the  lord  for  that  purpose. 

The  ordinary  mode  in  these  cases  is,  to  infeft  the 
'  disponee  or  lender  of  the  money  by  a  double  manner 
of  holding,  a  tne  vel  de  me^  that  is,  of  and  under  the 
grantor's  superior,  which  is  called  a  public  holding,  or 
of  and  under  the  grantor  himself,  which  is  called  a  base 
holding,  which  is  good  as  against  third  parties,  what- 
ever it  may  be  with  respect  to  the  lord. 

When  the  question  came  first  under  discussion  in 
the  court  below  it  was  contended  on  behalf  of  Mr. 
Rowand,  that  although  the  holding  was  public,  yet  as 
the  precept  of  saisine  was  quite  general,  and  made  no 
reference  to  the  manner  of  holding,  that  the  infeftment 
upon  it  must  of  course  be  considered  indefinite,  and  as 
constituting,  at  any  rate,  a  base  fee.  At  first  there  was 
a  difference  of  opinion  among  the  Judges  below,  but  at 
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last  they  all,  with  one  exception,  came  to  the  conclusion       is3o. 
that  the  public  holding  was  defective  from  the  want  of    siwensoit 
a  charter  of  confirmation.     They  considered,  that  al-  ». 

though  the  precept  of  saisine  was  in  general  terms,  it 
must  be  construed  according  to  the  terms  of  the  obli- 
gation,  and  as  that  was  to  grant  a  holding  from  the 
lord,  the  saisine  and  infeftn>ent  must  be  considered  as 
applicable  to  the  same  manner  of  holding,  and  that  the 
securi^  was  therefore  defective  for  want  of  the  con* 
firmation. 

But  then  it  was  argued  that  the  point  of  law  was 
a  new  and  delicate  oile,  and  that  some  of  the  Judges 
below  were  at  first  of  opinion .  that  as  the  precept  of 
saisine  made  no  reference  to  any  manner  of  holding, 
the  infeftment  might  be  construed  as  base,  and  that 
the  Court  arrived  at  a  contrary  conclusion  after  long 
discussion ;  and  that  it  was  hard  on  Mr.  Stevenson  that 
he  should  be  held  responsible  for  a  mistake  upon  a  nice 
and  delicate  point  of  law.  But  the  distinction  is  this : 
A  solicitor  is  not  liable  for  mistake  in  a  nice  and  diffi- 
cult point  of  law,  for  to  such  mistakes  all  lawyers  must 
be  liable;  and  if  the  question  had  been  merely  one  of  that 
description,  I  would  say  that  Mr.  Stevenson  was  not 
responsible.  But  here  he  thought  proper  to  depart 
from  the  ordinary  mode  of  preparing  heritable  securi- 
ties, which  was  to  grant  an  obligation  to  infeft  by  the 
double  manner  of  holding,  and  in  so  doing  he  must  be 
considered  as  undertaking  to  do  what  was  necessary  to 
render  the  mode  which  he  adopted  effectual  for  its  pur- 
pose ;  and  if,  whether  from  ignorance  or  inadvertence, 
he  failed  to  do  so,  he  must  be  held  responsible  for  the 
consequences.  On  this  ground  I  consider  Mr.  Steven^ 
son  bound  to  make  good  the  loss  arising  in  this  case 
from  the  want  of  confirmation. 

It  may  be  proper  to  notice  two  points  which  were 
relied  upon  for  the  defence.     First,   it  was  said  that 
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1830.       Stevenson,  at  the  time  he  prepared  the  security,  had 
STEV£ir»oM    ^^^  ^^  title-deeds  in  his  possession,  and  did  not  know 
*•  whether  they  might  not  contain  prohibitions  and  irri- 

tancies excluding  every  holding  except  under  the 
grantor*s  superior.  But  without  considering  what 
might  be  the  effect  of  the  prohibition,  if  any  such  ex- 
isted, it  is  sufficient  here  to  say,  that  it  appears  in  evi- 
dence that  the  title-deeds  were  offered  to  Stevenson 
for  inspection,  and  that  he  had  an  opportunity  to  con- 
sider and  examine  them,  so  that  he  could  not  rest  any 
defence  on  any  such  supposed  clauses.  When  it  was 
said,  thaf  at  the  time  when  Stevenson  delivered  the 
security  to  Rowand,  he  informed  him  that  it  was  not 
perfect,  and  that  something  remained  to  be  done,  on 
looking  at  the  whole  of  the  case,  that  part  of  it  does 
not  seem  to  be  attended  with  any  doubt  or  difficulty. 
It  is  not  pretended  that  he  said  to  Rowand  that  con- 
firmation was  necessary ;  and  it  is  evident  that  he  only 
meant  to  intimate,  that  as  the  security  was  taken  in  the 
name  of  Mr.  Wardrob,  it  was  proper  that  it  should  be 
transferred  from  Wardrob  to  Rowand,  in  order  to  guard 
against  any  claim  upon  it  by  Wardrobes  creditors,  or 
the  accident  of  his  death,  or  incapacity ;  and  that  with- 
out this  it  was  not  therefore  complete  without  some- 
thing further  being  done.  Nothing  was  said  to  call 
the  attention  of  Rowand  to  the  circumstance  that  con- 
firmation by  the  superior  was  still  wanting,  and  he  was 
not  solicitous  about  the  assignation  from  Wardrob,  who 
was  his  intimate  and  confidential  friend  and  partner, 
of  whose  solvency  he  was  assured. 

On  every  principle  of  law  and  justice  then,  the 
Appellant  is  bound  to  make  good  the  loss  to  the 
Respondents. 

Judgment  Affirmed. 
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APPEAL 

PROM   THE   COURT   OF   SESSION  IN    SCOTLAND. 

Maclellan      *        «        «  .      AppelianL  2Juij 

Macleod  •        •        *  .      Respondent. 


An  award,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  although  it  does  not  decide 
on  the  whole  matter  referred,  may  be  good  as  &r  as  it  goes, 
provided  it  be  unobjectionable  in  other  respects. 

MACLELLAN  took  from  Macleod  a  lease  of  the 
&rm  of  Ensay,  in  the  island  of  Harris,  from  Whitsun- 
day 1813|  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years,  at  a  yearly 
rent  of  S50il,  with  an  option  of  quitting  at  Whitsunday 
1818,  on  giving  six  months  previous  notice.  The  years 
subsequent  to  1814  being  what  were  called  bad  years, 
Maclellan  in  1816  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  avail 
himself  of  the  break,  unless  he  should  be  allowed  a 
deduction  of  rent;  and  correspondence  between  the 
parties  then  took  place,  in  which  Macleod  agreed  to 
allow  a  deduction  y  and  both  parties  agreed  that  the 
amount  of  deduction  should  be  referred  to  Robert  Brown 
of  Hamilton,  who  had  been  factor  for  Macleod,  and 
was  well  acquainted  with  the  conditi&n  of  his  tenantry. 
Brown  accepted  the  reference,  but  did  not  make  his 
award  till  18S4.  In  the  mean  time  Maclellan  held  on 
from  1818,  without  payment  of  any  rent,  its  falling  in 
arrear  being  held  immaterial,  as  Macleod  was  indebted 
to  Maclellan  in  1,000/.  on  bond* 

In  July  1824,  Brown  made  his  award,  finding  that 
74  /.  was  a  proper  deduction  from  the  year  1818  to  the 
expiration  of  the  lease,  making  the  yearly  rent  I76  L 
during  that  period. 


1830. 
Award. 
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1830.  There  was  no  formal  submission,  and  therefore  the 


'^^ V- 


Macleod. 


Maclellah   *^"^^  ^^  **  "were  to  be  collected  from  the  correspon- 
V.  dence^  the  material  parts  of  which  were  printed,  and 

afterwards  produced  in  evidence.  The  parties  differed 
about  its  import:  Maclellan  contending  that  the  only 
thing  referred  was  the  amoimt  of  the  deduction  to  foe 
made  for  the  years  prior  to  1818,  or  at  all  events,  that 
these  prior  years  were  included ;  Macleod  on  the  other 
hand,  contending  that  the  only  thing  referred  was  the 
amount  of  deduction  to  be  made  for  the  years  subse- 
quent to  1818. 

In  December  1824,  Macleod  brought  his  action  for 
payment  of  the  rents  due,  after  allowing  deduction  of 
the  amount  of  the  bonds;  and  this  was  immediately 
followed  by  a  counter-action,  by  Maclellan  contending, 
that  the  award  should  be  set  aside  as  being  ultra  vires^ 
and  relating  entirely  to  a  matter  not  referred,  5r  as  not 
having  exhausted  the  whole  subject  by  including  the 
years  prior  to  as  well  as  the  years  subsequent  to  1818; 
and  also  for  corruption  and  partiality  of  the  arbiter : 
and  further  concluding  that  it  should  be  found  that  he . 
had  duly  availed  himself  of  the  break  in  the  lease,  and 
held  over  only  as  tenant  at  ^ill  at  such  rent  as  the  farm 
might  be  found  to  be  worth. 

In  May  1826,  the  Lord  Ordinary  enjoined  the  pro- 
cesses, and  proceeded  so  as  to  have  the  record  made 
up  in  the  action  of  reduction,  and  this  having  been . 
made  up  accordingly,  his  Lordship,  on  the  27th  De- 
cember 18279  repelled  the  reasons  of  reduction,  ''  but 
^^  without  prejudice  to  the  Pursuer  claiming  either 
"  through  the  award  of  Mr.  Brown  or  otherwise,  all . 
'^  reasonable  deduction  from  the  rents  of  the  farm  of 
"  Ensay  for  the  years  prior  to  1818."    This  interlo-. 
cutor  was  affirmed  by  the  Second  Division,  and  Mac- 
lellan appealed  from  the  judgment. 
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An  objection  was  made  below,  that  the  letters  con- 
taining the  submission  were  not  stamped ;  to  which  it 
was  answered,  that  after  the  parties  had  submiitted  and 
pleaded,  and  the  award  was  pronounced,  the  objecdon^ 
could  not  be  sustained;  but  that  at  all  events,  if  the 
want  of  a  stamp  was  a  good  objection,  it  might  sill ' 
be  remedied.  Boyd  v.  M^Kenna^  S  8haw,  659.  The 
letters  were,  in  fact,  stamped. 

.  The. appeal  was  heard  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  the 
first  session  of  parliament  in  1830;  and  afterwards,  in 
the  same  session,  the  following  judgment^  was  pro- 
nounced:— 


1830. 


Maclellav 

V, 

MacLeod. 


Lord  Chancellor : — The  facts  of  the  case,  as  far  as 
the  grounds  of  judgment  are  concerned,  are  these ; 
The  Appellant  held  a  farm  from  the  Respondent  on 
lease,  commencing  at  the  Whitsuntide  1813,  at  a  rent 
of  S50/.,  and  occupied  during  the  years  1814-15-16- 
17.  The  years  1815-16-17,  were,  what  in  these  places 
were  called  bad  years ;  and  the  Appellant  gave  notice 
to  his  landlord' that  he  must  avail  himself  of  a  break  in 
the  lease  in  1818,  and  give  up  the  farm,  unless  he  re- 
ceived a  deduction  of  rent  The  landlord  was  disposed  * 
to  allow  this,'  and  a  personal  communication  and  cor- 
respondence tock  place,  the  result  of  which  was  that  it 
referred  to  a  Mr.  Brown/  who  was  named  by  the  Ap- 
pellant himsdf  as  a  competentperson  to  decide  what 
the  amount  of  the  deduction  should  be;  and  in  the 
mean  time  the  Appellant  continued  his  occupation  till 
1824,  when  Brown  made  his  award,  by  which  he 
Bamed.74>/.  as  the  amount  of  annual  deduction  for  the 
years  subsequent  to  1818.  The  Appellant  was  dis- 
satisfied with  this,  and  instituted  a  proceeding  in  the 
Court  of  Session  to  set  the  award  aside,  on  the  g^unds 
that  the  deduction  should  have  been  made  for  the  years 


Julj  1830. 
Judgment. 
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1830.  previous  to  1818,  as  well  as  the  subsequent  years,  and 
mI^sllIv  ^^^  ^^  award  was  bad  in  totOj  as  not  having  exhausted 
V-  the  subject  of  the  submission.  Whether  the  submission 
extended  to  the  previous  as  well  as  the  subsequent  yean 
was  a  question  of  fact  to  be  decided  on  the  evidence 
appearing  in  the  correspondence;  for  there  was  no 
formal  submission ;  and  it  appears  to  me,  and  also  to 
the  noble  Lord  (Radnor)  who  was  present  at  the  hear* 
ing,  and  read  the  papers,  that  Brown  was  correct  in 
considering  the  deduction  for  the  subsequent  years  as  the 
only  subject  of  submission,  although  there  is  certainly 
some  confusion  in  the  correspondence  on  that  head. 

But  supposing  it  had  been  otherwise,  and  that  the 
previous  years  also  had  been  submitted,  still,  by  the 
law  of  Scotland,  the  award  b  good  as  to  the  part  de* 
cided,  although  the  arbiter  should  not  have  decided 
on  the  whole  matter ;  although  if  he  had  decided  on 
evidence  submitted  by  the  one  party,  without  notice  to 
the  other,  it  would  have  been  bad.  But  here,  where 
there  was  no  objection  of  that  kind,  and  where  the 
claim  was  all  on  one  side,  the  omission  to  decide  on 
the  previous  years  did  not  vitiate  the  award.  We  are 
of  opinion  therefore  that  the  Court  below  was  right  in 
holding  the  award  to  be  good  as  to  the  subsequent 
years ;  and  then  no  injury  was  done  to  the  Appellant, 
as  the  award  and  judgment  as  to  the  subsequent  years 
were  without  prejudice  to  any  claims  which  he  might 
be  enabled  to  make  out  as  to  the  preceding  years. 

Then  some  objection  was  made,  on  the  ground  of 
misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  arbiter ;  but  on  a  careful 
perusal  of  the  evidence,  I  am  of  opinion  dmt  there  was 
no  such  misconduct  as  affected  the  award. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Insurance  on  a  ressel  ''  at  and  from  Leith  to  Shetland,  and 
"  from  thence  to  Barcelona,  and  at  and  from  thence,  and  two 
"  other  parts  in  Spain,  to  a  poit  in  Great  Britain.''  The 
▼essel  was  lost  while  loading  at  Saloe,  and  the  question 
was  whether  Saloe  was  a  port  within  the  meaning  of  the 
policy.  The  affirmative  held  by  the  coarts  below,  and 
the  Assured  declared  entitled  to  recoven  Affirmed  by  the 
House  of  Lords. 


NoTember 

I8S0. 
* — ./— • 

Inioranoe. 
Deviation. 


The  following  are  the  facts  of  this  case  : 

Of  this  date,  the  Respondent,  Captain  Duncan,  with  Aug.  4^  lati. 
the  consent  of  his  co-owners,  entered  into  a  charter- 
party  with  Messrs.  Strong  &  Company  of  Leith,  whereby 
he  let  out  the  vessel,  the  Sarah,  of  the  burden  of  119 
tons,   belonging  to  the  Respondents,   on   freight  to 
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Messrs.  Strong  &  Company,  to  proceed  on  a  voyage  to 
**  Shetland,  and  there  load  such  a  quantity  of  fish  or 
other '  goodsi*^  that  the  ageat  of  the  charter^ers  may 
put  on  board,  and  being  so  laden,  proceed  with  the 
said  ship  and  cargo,  with  all  convenient  speed,  to 
Barcelona,  or  so  near  thereto  as  she  may  safely  get, 
and  there  deliver  the  same,  agreeable  to  bills  of 
lading ;  and  afterwards  to  take  on  board  at  Barce« 
lone,  or  other  ports  on  the  Catalan  or  Valeneian  c6asts 
(not  exceeding  two),  such  goods  as  the  s^id  freighter 
may  choose  to  put  on  board,  with  which  the  said 
vessel  shall  proceed  to  a  port  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
and  deliver  her  cargo  agreeable  to  bills  of  lading." 
The  other  Respondent,  Mr.  Gavin,  who  acted  as 
ship's  husband,  proceeded  .to  make  insurance  on  the 
vessel  for  the  voyage.  lie  laid  the  charter-party  before 
Mr.  Gibson,  secretary  of  the  Sea  Insurance  Company, 
the  Appellants  directing  him  to  get  insurance  done  on 
the  vessel  for  said  voyage,  to  the  extent  of  I, SCO/. 
After  considening  the  charter-^party,  Mr.  Gibson  de- 
sired Mr.  Gavin  to  make  out  a  memorandum  of  the 
insurance,  which  Mr.  Gavin  immediately  did,  and 
handed  it  to  Mr.  Gibson,  who  on  perusing  it  said  it 
was  correct.  Mr,  Gavin  employed  no  other  broker, 
but  trusted  entirely  to  the  good  faith  of  the  manager  of 
the  Sea  Insurance  Company. 

The  policy  of  insurance  insures  the  vessel  '^  at  and 
"  from  Leith  to  Shetland,  and  from  thence  to  Bar- 
"  celona,  and  at  and  from  thence,  and  two  other  ports 
in  Spain,  to  a  port  in  Great  Britain/'  The  policy 
contains  the  usual  clause :  ^'  And  it  shall  be  lawiul 
for  the  said  ship/'  &c.  **  in  this  voyage,  to  proceeds 
and  sail  to,  and  touch  and  stay  at^  any  ports  and 
places  whatsoever,   without  prejudice  to  tiiis  iu-: 


c< 


u 


€i 


li 


if 


U 


surance. 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  QF  ERROR. 


134 


SZA 

Iksuuancb 

CoifPAMYy 
bCOTLANUy 

v. 

Gavih 

ftud  otberpf 


The  vessel  proceeded  from  Leith  ihout  the  6th  of  Ari-  1 830. 
gust  18S1,  in  a  state  perfectly  sea-worthy  for  the  voyag^e. 
She  took  on  board  her  cargo  of  fish  in  Lerwick  Bay, 
and  in  due  tifne  arrived  off  Barcelona*  At  that  time 
there  was  a  contagious  fevet  raging  at  th^  plaoe^  so 
that  the  vessd  could  not  enter  the  port  The  master 
was  therefore  diirected  to  proceed  to  Tarragona,  and 
there  discharge  his  cargo,  and  thereafter  to  proceed  to 
Sd6e  (which  is  just  round  a  head  of  land,  about  10 
miles  distant  from  Tarragona),  there  to  load  her  home- 
ward cargo.  The  captain  guided  himself  strictly  by 
fbe  orders  he  had  received.  He  discharged  his  out'^ 
ward  cargo  at  Tarragona^  and,  on  the  12th  of  December 
1821,  cast  anchor  off  Saipe,  where  he  began  to  take  on 
board  his  homeward  cargo,  which  was  to  consist  of  nuts 
and  brandy.  He  moored  the  vessel  in  the  road-steady 
the  usual  station  there  for  vessels  of  the  Sarah's  burden^ 
In  so  proceeding  to  Saloe  it  was  never  conceived,  on 
the  one  hand,  that  there  was  any  departure  from  the 
terms  of  the  charter-party,  by  which  the  owners  were 
bound,  or  on  the  other,  that  the  vessel  was  in  any 
degree  plaeing  herself  beyond  the  protection  of  the 
policy. 

While  taking  on  board  her  cargo  at  Saloe,  and  about 
IJbe  ^th  of  December  1821,  a  storm  arose,  more  tre*^ 
raendous  than  had  ever  been  experienced  by  the  oldest 
j^rsoti  in  that  quarter.  So  dreadful  was  it,  that  every 
vessel  lying  at  Saloe,  without  any  exception,  was  driven 
ashore  and  totally  wrecked.  Even  at  Tarragona,  where 
there  is  a  very  extensive  mole,  out  of  about  sixty  vessels 
which  were  lying  there,  only  one  was  saved.  The 
Sarah  shared  the  common  fate. 

The  Sea  Insurance  Company  refused  to  settle  this 
loss,  and  the  Assured  brought  their  action  in  the  Admi-  Action  in  the 
ralty  Court,  to  which  the  only  substantial  ground  of  (^^^^^ 
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defence  was,  that  the  loading  at  Saloe  was  a  deviation ; 
for  that  the  policy  was  confined  to  portSy  and  that  Saloe 
was  not  a  port  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy.  A 
proof  as  to  whether  joor/  or  not  was  allowed,  and  many 
witnesses  were  examined  both  at  Edinburgh  and  Lon- 
don, and  under  an  interlocutor  of  the  Judge  Admiral 
(S5th  March  1824),  the  opinion  of  English  counsel 
(Tindal,  now  Ch.  J.  C.  P.)  was  taken ;  and  on  the 
2d  December  1824,  the  Judge  Admiral  pronounced  the 
following  judgment:  "  The  Judge  Admiral  having  re- 
"  sumed  consideration  of  the  memorials  for  the  parties, 
"  proofs  adduced  by  them,  and  writings  produced,  and 
**  having  also  advised  the  opinion  of  English  counsel, 
"  taken  on  the  cause,  in  pursuance  of  a  former  inter- 
"  locutor  of  this  Court,  finds  it  proved  that  Saloe  in 
"  Spain,  where  the  Sarah  was  wrecked,  was  a  port 
**  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy  in  question,  and 
**  that  the  vessel  was  within  the  same  at  the  time  the 
loss  took  place.  Therefore,  repels  the  defences,  and 
decerns  against  the  defenders,  in  terms  of  the  libel." 
The  Assured  having  proceeded  to  execution  on 
this  judgment,  the  Insurance  Company  brought  the 
question  under-  review  of  the  Court  of  Session  by 
suspension ;  that  Court  by  interlocutor,  dated  Sd  March 
1827,  repelled  the  reasons  of  suspension,  and  found 
the  letters  orderly  proceeded  in. 

From  these  interlocutors  of  the  Judge  Admiral  and 
Court  of  Session  the  Insurance  Company  appealed, 
and  contended  that  they  ought  to  be  reversed,  because 
the  insurance  in  this  case  was  ^  to  Barcelona,  and  at, 
'  and  from  thence,  and  two  other  ports  in  Spain,  to 
*  a  port  in  Great  Britain.'  It  was  not  the  more  com- 
prehensive insurance  of,  '  at  and  from  ports  and 
places.'  Saloe  Bay  is  not  a  port,  according  to  the  just 
and  legal  construction  of  such  a  policy  as  the  present 
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The  loss,  therefore,  at  Saloe  Bay  was  not  covered  by 
the  policy ;  the  loading  there  was  a  deviation,  and  by 
that  deviation  the  Appellants  liability  is  discharged. 

The  Assured  contended  that  the  judgments  ought  to 
be  afErmed  ;  and  a  summary  of  the  facts  established, 
and  of  the  law  as  applicable  tathe  case,  will  be  found 
in  their  reasons. 

.  First  The  inquiry  in  this  case  is,  not  whether  Saloe 
be  a  large  or  a  petty  port, — a  good  port  or  a  bad  one, 
• — ^bnt,.  whether  it  be  a  port  at  all,  so  that  a  merchant 
or  ship-owner^  having  it  in  contemplation  to  repair 
thither,  would  be  entitled,  in  good  faith,  to  consider 
his  adventure  as  covered  by  a  charter-party,  or  policy 
of  insurance,  in  the  terms  here  in  dispute.  But,  in 
point  of  fact,  it  is  proved  that  the  town  of  Saloe  is 
frequented  as  a  port;  and  is  universally  designated  as 
a  port  i — that  the  Spanish  nation  recognize  it  to  be 
a  port,  and  have  conferred  upon  it  the  dignity  and  pri- 
vileges of  a  port ;  that  it  is  also  recognized  as  a  port 
by  the  government  of  this  country,  who  have  extended 
to  it,  as  such,  a  branch  of  their  consular  establishment. 
It  is  proved,  that,  in  point  of  natural  situation,  it  has 
many  great  advantages  for  the  security  of  vessels,  so 
as  almost  to  supersede  the  necessity  of  any  artificial 
means  of  protection.  There  exists  at  Saloe,  on  a  very 
respectable  scale,  all  the  machinery  and  appendages 
that  are  pretended  to  be  essential  to  a  port  There 
are  a  custom-house  and  custom-house  officers,  who 
permit  the  cargo  to  be  shipped,  and  receive  the  customs 
upon  such  shipping.  There  were,  at  the  time  of  the 
wreck,  conveniences  erected  on  the  shore  for  the 
purpose  of  loading  goods,  and  of  protecting  smaller 
vessels  from  wind  and  weather.  There  was  a  port- 
captain,  or  harbour-master,  who  regulated  the  mooring 
of  vessels,  and  by  whom    port-charges  were  levied; 

K  3 


ISSOi 

Sea 
Insuravcb 
Company, 

Scotland, 

V. 

Gavin 
Mid  olhert. 


134 


<;ase8  in  the  house  of  lords 


18  so: 

Sba 
Jnsueavc^ 

COMPAVY, 

^cotland^ 

V, 

Gaviit 
and  othM»« 


Not.  1830. 
Judgment. 


and  it  is  established  by  the  eyidenee  that  Salbe  is 
a  port  where,  for  time  immemorial,  considerable  foreign 
trade  has  been  carried  on,  particulai^ly  vith  Greai 
Britain. 

Secondly.  The  general  doctrine  of  law  is  established 
beyond  all  controversy,  that  an  underwriter  is  bound 
and  presumed  to  know  the  course  and .  practice  of  tha 
trade  in  which  the  vessel  he  insures  is  to  be  engaged. 
In  insuring  to  a  port  in  Spain  the  Appellants  were 
bound  to  know  what  a  port  in  Spain  is.  They  were 
bound  to  know  the  particular  nature  of  most  of  the 
ports  of  the  Mediterranean,  few  of  which  differ  from 
the  port  of  Saloe,  being  rather  natural  basins,  pro*- 
tected  by  headlands,  than  artificial  harbours,  shut  in 
with  regular  moljss  or  piers.  They  were  also  bound  to 
know,  ^that,  at  such  ports,  it  was  the  practice  for 
vessels,  of  the  burden  of  the  Sarah,  to  load  in  the 
roadoStead,  and  they  must  be  held  to  have  takan  this 
risk  into  account  accordingly  in  underwriting  the 
policy  founded  on. 

In  order  to  show  that  Saloe  did  not  come  within  the 
description  of  a  porty  the  Insurance  Company  cited 
the  following  cases,  which,  as  the  Assured  contended, 
either  had  no  application,  or  tended  rather  to  establish 
the  contrary  position : — Constable  v.  Noble y  2  Taunt 
.403  ;  Nobk  v.  Kennowajfj  Marshall,  lib.  1,  c.  6 ;  Cockejf 
y.  Atkinson,  2  Barn.  &  Aid.  460 ;  Brown  v.  Tiefna^ 
1  Taunt.  517 ;  Keyser  v.  Scott,  4  Taunt  660 ;  Baring 
v.  Vaux\  2  Camp.  541. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  House  of 
Lords  in  November  1 830,  when  the  judgments  of  the 
courts  below  were  immediately  affirmed  with  costs* 
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Tbe  Stat  37  Hen.  8»  c.  12,  recited^  that  differences  existed 
between  the  inhabitants  and  the  clergy  of  London  respect*- 
ing  the  payment  of  tithes,  and  that  the  said  inhabitants 
and  clergy  ''  had  compromitted  and  put  themselves  to  stand 
to  such  order  and  decree  touching  the  premises  as  should 
be  made  by  the  Archbisliop  of  Canterbury,  and  several  other 
persons  therein  named,  for  a  final  end  and  cimclusion  of 
the  said  differences  for  ever.'*  Therefore  it  was  enacted^ 
that  such  decree  as  should  be  made  by  the  said  Archbishop 

>  and  others,  before  the  Ist  day  of  March  than  next  ensuing, 
of  or  concemiug  the  payment  of  tithes,  oblations,  or  other 
duties  within  the  said  city  or  liberties  of  the  same,  and 
enrolled  in  the  King's  High  Court  of  Chancery  of  Record, 
should  stand  and  remain,  and  be  as  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
and  should  bind  as  well  all  the  said  citizens  as  the  said 
clergy,  &c.  for  ever.  The  decree  was  made,  bat  no  enrol- 
ment of  it  in  Chancery  could  be  produced,  though  the 
decree  appeared,  by  a  statement  in  the  registry-book  of  the 
See  of  London,  to  have  been  given  by  the  Archbishop  to 
Bonner  the  Bishop  of  London,  to  be  kept  in  the  registry  of 
St.  Paul's  Cathedral. 

The  Appellant  filed  his  bill  against  the  Respondent  for  an 
account  of  the  tithes  due  from  the  Respondent  under  this 
Act,  and  the  decree  therein  mentioned.  The  Respondent's 
answer  denied  the  enrolment  of  the  decree,  and  its  existence 
as  a  legal  instrument.  The  Vice-Chancellor  directed  aa 
issue  to  try  whether  the  decree  mentioned  in  and  autho- 
rixed  to  be  made  by  the  stat  37  Hen.  8,  c.  12,  were  duly 
enrolled  according  to  the  provision  of  that  statute.  Hield 
that  such  issue  was  improper ;  and  that  after  the  courts  had 
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repeatedly  treated  the  decree  as  a  binding  inatrument,  and 

after  the  citizens  had  recognised  it  by  the  usage  of  paying 

tithes  according  to  its  order,   the  enroUnent   must    be 
presumed. 


i8sa 


The  Appellant,  on  the  24th  February  1824,  ffled  his 
Macdouoall  bill  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  thereby  stating, 
PuEBiER.     that  on  or  about  the  25th  day  of  March  1822,  the 
Appellant  was  lawfully  seised  and  in  possession  of 
the  rectory  impropriate  of  the  parish  of  Sti  Helen's, 
fiishopsgate,  in  the  city  of  London,  with  the  rights  and 
appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  and  was  and  is  law- 
fully entitled  to  all  the  tithes,  and  rates  for  tithes,  sums 
of  money,  and  customary  payments,  and  all  other  dues 
or  duties  due  and  payable  to  the  rector  for  or  in  lieu 
of  tithes,  which  had  become  due  and  payable  from  the 
inhabitants  and  citizens  of  the  said  parish  for  all  and 
every  their  respective  houses,  shops,  and  other  build- 
ings and  tenements  within  the  said  parish,  according 
to  the  Act  of  Parliament  and  decree  therein  and  herein- 
after   mentioned,   and    the  laws  and  usages  relating 
thereto ;  and  that  by  a  certain  Act  of  Parliament  made 
and  passed  in  the  37th  year  of  the  reign  of  King 
Henry  8,  after  noticing  and  reciting  an  Act  of  the  27th 
of  the  same  King,  relating  to  the  payment  of  tithes  and 
dues  in  the  city  of  Loudon,  and  reciting,  that  since 
such  Act  divers  variances,  contentions  and  strifes  had 
then    newly  risen  and  grown  between  the  parsons, 
vicars  and  curates,  and  the  said  citizens  and  inhabit- 
ants,   touching  the  payment  of  tithes,  oblations  and 
other  duties,  by  reason  of  certain  words  and  terms 
specified  in  the  said  orden  which  were  not  so  plainly 
and  fully  set  forth  as  was  thought  convenient  and  meet 
to  be ;  for  appeasing  whereof,  as  well  the  said  parsons, 
vicars  and  curates,  as  the  citizens  and  inhabitants,  had 
compromitted  and  put  themselves  to  stand  to  such  order 
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and  decree  touching  the  premises  as  should  be  made       taso. 
by  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  and  the  several  other  MACDoulltL 
persons  therda  named,  for  a  final  end  and  conclusion  •• 

to  be  had  and  made  touching  the  premises  for  ever* 
Therefore  it  was  enacted  that  such  order  and  direction 
as  should  be  made,  decreed  and  concluded  by  the 
before-named  archbishop,  lords  and  knights,  or  any 
six  of  them,  before  the  1st  day  of  March  then  next 
ensuing,  of,  for,  or  concerning  the  payment  of  the  tithesi 
oblations,  or  other  duties,  within  the  said  city  or  liber- 
ties of  the  same,  and  enrolled  In  the  King's  High  Court 
of  Chancery  of  Record,  should  stand  and  remain,  and 
be  as  an  Act  of  Parliament,  and  should  bind  as  well  all 
citizens  and  inhabitants  of  the  city  and  liberties  for  the 
time  being,  as  the  said  parsons,  vicars,  curates  and 
their  successors  for  ever,  according  to  the  effect,  pur- 
port and  intent  of  the  said  order  and  decree  so  to  be 
made  and  enrolled ;  and  stating,  that  in  pursuance  of 
the  said  last-mentioned  Act  of  Parliament,  the  Right 
Reverend  Father  in  God,  Thomas,  then  Archbishop 
of  Canterbury,  and  certain  other  persons,  being  a 
sufficient  number  of  the  persons  in  the  said  Act  named, 
did,  on  or  about  the  24th  day  of  February,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1545,  duly  make  their  decree  touching 
the  matters  aforesaid,  whereby  it  was  ordered  and  de- 
creed that  the  citizens  or  inhabitants  of  the  city  of 
London,  and  the  liberties  of  the  same  for  the  time 
being,  should  yearly,  without  fraud  or  covin,  for  ever 
pay  their  tithes  to  the  parsons,  vicars  and  curates  of 
the  said  city,  and  their  successors  for  the  time  being, 
after  the  rate  therein  and  hereinafter  mentioned  (that 
is  to  say),  of  every  10  s.  rent  by  the  year  of  all  and 
every  house  and  houses,  shops,  warehouses,  cellars^ 
stables,  and  every  of  them  within  the  said  city  and 
liberty  of  the  same,  16  J  A  j  and  of  every  90s.  rent  by 
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leap,      fihe^jeti  of  all  4nd  -eyery  6«ch  bouse  aBd  houaeo,  shtaips, 

'MAcnoB«M.L  ^*^^^'^^'**^  <«lfe'8  Jwad  stables,   aod  every  of  tbem 
«•         vitliin  the  said  city  aad  liberties,  £a  9^.;  «od  ao 
.above  thereat  of  fiO  ^.  by  tlie  y^ar,  aficending  from  10#* 
ix)  10  ^.  according  to  tbe  rate  iaforeaaid*     And  further, 
'tbsit  where  aoy  lesise  ym»  or  should  be  made  of  any 
idweUmg-house  or  houses,  shops,  warehouses,  oelbiB 
^>r  fitaUes,  or  any  of  thesn,  by  fraud  or  covfai  reserving 
Jess  nent  Ihan  had  beea  accustomed,  or  was,  or  that  any 
43udi  lease  should  be  made  without  any  rent  reserved 
tipon  the  same,  by  reason  of  any  fine  or  uic<»ie  paid 
beforehand,  or  fay  any  other  fraud  or  covki,  then  and 
In  every  such  case  the  tenant  or  farmer,  tenants  opt 
.farmers  thereof,  should  pay  for  his  or  their  tithes  of  the 
the  same  after  the  rate  aforesaid,  according  to  the 
jquantity  of  such  rent  or  rents  as  the  same  house  oar 
houses,  shops,  warehouses,  cellars  or  stables,  or  any  of 
them  wene  last  lettoi  for  without  fraud  or  covin,  before 
the  making  of  such  lease.     And  further,  that  the  said 
citizens  and  inhabitants  should  pay  their  tithes  quar- 
terly, that  is  to  say,  at  the  Feast  of  Easter,  the  Nati vi^ 
of  St  John  the  Baptist,  the  Feast  of  St  Michael  the 
•Archangd,  and  the  Nativity  of  our  Lord,  by  even 
portions.     And  further,  that  every  householder  paying 
10  &  rent  and  above,  should  for  him  or  herself  be  dis- 
charged of  their  four  o£fering*days ;    but  his  wife, 
dbdldren,  servants,  or  others  of  their  family,  taking  the 
rights  of  the  Churdi  at  Easter,  should  pay  2  d  for 
iheir  four  offering  days  yeariy ;    and  it  was  thereby 
provided  and  decreed,  that  if  any  house  or  houses  that 
then  had,  or  thereafter  should  be  let  for  10  s.  rent  by 
the  year,  or  more,  be,  or  had  within  eight  years  then 
last  pas^  or  thereafter  should  be  divided  and  leased 
into  small  parcels  or  members,  yieldii^  less  yearly  rent 
than  JiO  ^t  by  the  year,  tb^t  then  the  owner  qjt  ow^er^ 
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If  he  or  they  dwell  in  any  part  of  such  house,  or  else 
the  principal  lessee  or  lessees,  if  the  owner  or  owners 
do  not  dwell  in  some  part  of  the  same,  should  theace>- 
forth  pay  for  his  or  their  tithes  after  such  rate  of  rent 
as  the  same  house  was  accustomed  to  be  let  for  before 
9uch  division  or  dividing  into  parts  or  tnembers,  and 
the  under-farmer  or  farmers*  lessee  or  lessees,  to  be 
discharged  of  all  tithes  for  such  small  parcel^,  parts  or 
membere  rented  at  less  yearly  rent  than  10^«  bf-  the 
year,  without  fraud  or  covin,  paying  2  d.  yearly  for  font 
offering-days.  And  it  was  thereby  provided  Aat  iht 
decree  should  not  extend  to  houses  of  great  men,  or 
noblemen  or  noblewomen  kept  in  their  own  hands, 
and  not  letten  for  any  rent  which  in  times  past  had  paid 
no  tithes,  so  long  as  they  should  so  continue  unletten, 
nor  to  any  halls  of  crafts  or  companies,  so  long  as  they 
should  be  kept  unletten,  so  that  the  said  halls  in  times 
past  had  not  used  to  pay  any  tithes.  And  it  was  there- 
by decreed,  that  where  less  sum  than  after  16  id»  ia 
the  10  s.  rent,  or  less  sum  than  is.9d,  in  the  SO  s.  ren^ 
had  been  accustomed  to  be  paid  for  tithes,  that  then 
in  such  eases  the  said  citizens  and  inhabitiuits  should 
pay  but  only  after  such  rate  as  had  been  accustomed* 
And  it  was  thereby  also  provided  and  decreed,  that  if 
any  person  or  persons  should  take  any  tenement  for 
a  less  rent  than  it  M^as  accustomed  to  be  letten  for,  by 
reason  of  great  ruin  or  decay,  burning,  or  such  like 
occasions  or  misfortunes,  that  then  such  person  or  per^ 
sons,  his  executors  or  assigns,  should  pay  tithes  only 
after  the  rate  of  the  rent  reserved  in  his  or  their  lease, 
and  none  otherwise,  as  long  as  the  same  lease  should 
endu^. 

And  the  said  bill  further  stated,  that  the  said  decree 
was,  some  time  after  the  making  thereof,  or  must  be  at 
this  distance  of  time,  and  after  the  saqie  had  been  since 
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t8S0.      the  making  thereof  acted  upon,  presumed  to  have 
^,  *    ^    '      been. duly  enrolled  in  the  Court  of  Chancery ;  for  the  bill 

Maodouoall  '        . 

V.  stated  that  ever  since  the  passing  and  making  of  the  said 
Puaai£a,  jast-mentioned  Act  of  Parliament  and  decree,  the  same, 
or  the  directions  of  the  ssdd  decree,  had  been  observed 
and  obeyed  by  the  citizens  and  inhabitants  of  the  said 
city  of  London,  and  in  particular  by  the  inhabitants 
and  occupiers  of  houses  and  tenements  within  the  said 
rectory  and  parish  of  St  Helen's,  Bishopsgate,  afore- 
said, or  the  titheable  places  thereof;  and  that  the  said 
citizens  and  inhabitants  of  the  city  of  London  had,  cour 
formaUy  thereto,  or  in  pursuance  thereof,  paid  theic 
tithes  at  or  after  the  rate  in  the  said  decree  mentioned, 
unless  in  those  cases  in  which  such  citizens,  inhabit-* 
ants  or  occupiers  were  thereby  specially  declared  to 
be  exempted,  or  liable  only  to  a  different  sum  or  rate  in 
respect  of  tithes,  or  in  cases  where  by  agreement,  a  less 
sum  than  Qs.9d.  in  the  pound  has  been  accepted  and 
paid.  And  the  said  bill  stated,  that  by  virtue  of  the 
.said  Act  of  Parliament  of  the  37  Henry  8,.  and  the  said 
decree,  the  rector  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  parish 
of  St.  Helen's  became,  and  was,  and.  that  the  Appellant 
as  such  present  rector  then  was,  entitled  to  receive  and 
be  paid  all  money  due  and  payable  for  and  in  respect 
of  the  tithes,  oblations  and  dues,  arising  and  payable 
by  the  .inhabitants  and  occupiers  of  houses,  shops, 
warehouses,  cellars,  stables,  edifices,  buildings^  wharfs 
and  quays  within  .the.  said  parish  of  St.. Helen's^ 
Bishopsgate,  at  and  after  the  rates  expressed  and 
directed  to  be  paid  in  and  by  the  said  decree ;  (that  is 
to  say,)  for  every  10^.  rent  by  the  year  of  all  houses, 
shops,  warehouses,  cellars  and  stables  within  the  said 
parish,  16  ii/.,  and  for  every  SO  ^.  rent  by  the  year  of 
all  houses,  shops,  warehouses,  cellars  and  stables 
within  the  said  parish,  2^.  dd.^  subject,  however,  to 
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certain  particular  abatements  in  the  said  iiecree  men-  isso. 
tioned  aud  specified,  and  particularly  to  an  abatement  MAcooooAtL 
of  every  third  penny  respectively,  on  certain  principal  ^' 
bouses,  with  quay  and  wharf,  having  any  crane  or 
gibbet  belonging  to  the  same,  situate  within  the  said 
parish.  And  the  bill  proceeded  to  state  that  the  said 
Respondent,  John  Vincent  Furrier,  had  since  the  25  th 
of  March  1822,  up  to  and  until  the  25th  day  of  March 
then  last  past,  been  in  the  possession  or  occupation  o^ 
a  messuage  or  dwelling-house,  hereditaments  and  pre- 
mises, situate  at  a  place  now  called  St  Helen's  Place, 
within  the  said  rectory  and  parish,  and  alleged  that  the 
premises  which  he  occupied,  or  the  other  buildings  for* 
merly  erected  on  the  same  ground,  had  been  liable  to 
tithes  under  the  Act,  and  it  charged  the  Respondent 
with  not  having  paid  the  same. 

The  bill  charged  (amongst  other  things)  that  the 
tithes  or  dues  were  payable ;  and  that  the  amount  of 
the  several  sums  to  be  paid  by  the  Respondent  ought 
to  be  calculated  and  computed  after  the  rate  and  in 
manner  directed  by  the  said  decree,  according  and  in 
proportion  to  the  present  improved  or  last  known  rent 
x>r  rents,  or  value  of  the  said  messuage  or  dwelling* 
house,  hereditaments  and  premises,  and  not  otherwise, 
or  in  any  other  manner ;  and  the  bill  further  charged 
that  there  was  not,  and  were  not,  any  customary  or 
prescriptive  sum  or  sums  of  money  due  and  payable  for 
the  said  messuage,  dwelling-house,  hereditaments  and 
premises,  other  than  and  according  to  the  rate  in  the 
said  decree  mentioned.  And  the  bill  further  charged, 
that  the  Respondent  did,  previously  to  the  25th  of 
March  1822,  and  that  the  former  occupiers  of  the  mes« 
suage  or  dwelling-house,  hereditaments  and  premises 
then  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  Respondent,  always, 
or  at  many  times  since  the  passing  the  said  Act  of  Par- 


144  CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 

1830.       London  had  been  ordered,  decreed  and  adjudged  to 
Macdouoall  P^y  their  tithes  at  and  after  the  rate  of  2^.  9^.  in  the 
p  AiiiEB.    P^^^^>  calculated  on  the  yearly  rate  and  value  of  the 
houses  and  premises  in  their  occupation  respectively, 
according  to  the  decree  and  the  true  intent  and  mean- 
ing thereof;  and  that  the  citizens  and  inhabitants  of 
the  city  of  London  had  paid  their  tithes  accordingly 
pursuant  thereto,  except  in  certain  parishes  within  the 
liberty  of  the  said  city,  which  were  exempted  by  Act 
of  Parliament  after  the  fire  of  London.      And  the 
Appellant,  by  his  said  bill,  further  charged,  that  except 
by  force  of  the  said  Act  of  Henry  8,  and  decree,  the 
clergy  of  London  had  not  received,  and  were  not 
entitled  to  receive,  any  tithes  or  any  payment  in  respect 
of  tithes.      And  the  said  bill  further  charged  that 
a  prior  Act  of  the  Syth  year  of  King  Henry  8,  relating 
to  the  tithes  in  the  city  of  London  had  been  held  to 
have  been  repealed  by  the  said  Act  of  the  37th  of 
Henry  8;   and  that  the  said  Act  of  the   dyth  of 
Henry  8  had   never   since  the  passing  of  the  said 
Act  of  the  37th  of  Henry  8,  and  the  making  the 
said  decree,  been  in  any  manner  acted  on  or  observed, 
and  been  deemed,  taken,  or  considered  to  be  a  valid 
and  subsisting  Act,  as  it  would  have  been  in  case  the 
said  decree  had  not  been  duly  made  and  enrolled. 
And  the  Appellant,   by  his  said  bill,    charged  and 
insisted,  that  it  was  not  necessary,  at  that  distance  of 
time,  to  produce  or  prove  the  actual  enrolment  of  the 
said  decree,  but  that  such  enrolment  ought  to  be  pre- 
sumed ;  and  if  the  same  were  not  actually  enrolled, 
yet  the  said  decree  having  been  so  recognized,  acted 
upon,    adopted,   and    received,    and    ought    to    be 
treated  and  considered  of  the  same  force  and  effect  as 
if  the  actual  enrolment  were  extant  and  produced. 
And  the  bill  charged  that  the  Respondent  had  in  his 
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po&Bession  or  power,  hooks,  accounts,  and  documents,        i83o. 
by  which  t^  matters  in  the  bill  might  appear,  but  Machougall 
whieh  he  rcfosed  to  produce.  „  ^ 

Hme-  said  but  therefore  prayed  that  an  account 
might  be  taken,  under  the  direction  and  decree  of  the 
Coortv'  of  all  8«ms  of*  money  due  and  owing  to  the 
AppeUaot  firom  the  Respondent  for  or  in  respect  of  the 
said  tithes  or  duea  on  account  of  the  messuage  or 
dwellingwhoQse,  ■  hereditaments  and  premises,  held  or 
ocoupied  by  the  Respondent  within  the  said  rectory 
or  parish,  or  ike  titheable  places  thereof,  from-  and 
since  the  525ih  of  March  1SS2,  after  the  rate  ui2s.  9d. 
in  the  pound  of  the  present  rent  or  value  of  the  said 
dwelling-house  and  premises,  or  at  such  other  rate  as 
the  Appellant  should  be  found  to  be  justly  entitled  to ; 
and  that  the  said  Respondent  might  be  decreed  to 
pay  U>  the  Appellant  what  on  the  taking  of  the  said 
accoupt  should  be  found  to  be  justly  due  to  the  Appellant 
for  or  in  respect  of  such  tithes,  the  Appellant  waiving 
penalties  in  the  usual  manner. 

To  this  bill  the  Respondent  put  in  his  answer  (filed 
17  March  1825),  in  which  (amongst  other  things)  he 
stated  that  the  Appellant  was  not  to  his  belief  seised 
of  or  entided  to  the  rectory  impropriate  of  the  parish 
of  St  Helen's,  nor  entitled  to  any  of  the  rights  there- 
unto belonging,  nor  entided  to  the  tithes  or  other  dues 
claimed  in  the  bill,  inasmuch,  as  the  Respondent  said, 
he  was  informed,  and  believed,  that  the  said  church 
was  not  at  any  time  appropriated  to  any  religious  house 
or  body,  and,  as  evidence  thereof,  he  said  he  was 
informed,  and  believed,  that  an  ancient  convention 
touching  the  said  church  had  been  entered  into  many 
oentttries  ago  to  the  following  effect,  as  translated  from 
the  Latin,  (that  is  to  say,)  This  is  the  convention 
between  the  chapter  of  St.  FauFs  and  Ranulph  and 

VOL.    II.  L 
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1830.  Robert  bis  son ;  tbat  Ranulpb  and  Robert  grant  to  the 
jM*cDouGALL  canons  of  St.  Paul  the  church  of  St  Helen's  for  their 
p  "•  joint  lives,  to  render  yearly  12rf.,  but  upon  their  deaths 
any  third  person  of  their  kindred  whom  they  shall 
choose  shall  hold  the  aforesaid  church, .  rendering  2  s. 
per  annum  to  the  same  brothers ;  but  such  third  person 
being  also  deceased,  the  same  church  shall  remain  to 
the  canons,  discharged  of  all  incumbrances,  quietly 
and  free.  And  the  Respondent  further  said,  he  was 
informed,  and  believed,  that  in  the  year  1181,  the 
canons  of  St.  Paul's  were  rectors  of  the  church  of  St. 
Helen,  and  that  the  said  church  paid  12  d.  for  synodals 
and  lid.  for  diaconals;  and  that  a  great  many  years 
ago,  when  one  Alured  was  dean  of  St.  Paul's,  another 
convention  or  agreement  was  made  between  the  then 
dean  and  chapter  of  St.  Paul's  and  William  the  son 
of  William  the  goldsmith,  patron  of  the  church  of 
St.  Helen's,  and  the  prioress  and  nuns  of  the  late  priory 
of  St.  Helen's,  to  the  following  effect :  Know  all  men 
by  these  prese;pts,  that  I,  Alured,  dean  of  St  Paul, 
and  the  chapter  of  the  said  church,  have  granted  to 
William  the  son  of  William  the  goldsmith,  the  patron 
of  the  church  of  St.  Helen's,  London,  that  he  may 
constitute  in  the  same  church  nuns  there  for  ever  to 
serve  God,  and  that  he  nmy  confer  the  right  and 
patronage  of  the  said  church,  which  was  granted  to 
him  by  our  predecessors  to  the  nunnery  established 
there ;  but  it  should  be  confirmed  to  the  nunnery  in 
such  manner,  that  whoever  shall  administer  there  under 
the  appointment  of  the  prioress,  after  her  election  shall 
have  been  made  by  the  said  collegiate  body  of  nuns, 
he  may  be  presented  to  the  dean  and  chapter,  as  well 
for  the  aforesaid  church  itself,  also  for  the  payment 
of  half  a  mark  annually  within  eight  days  of  Easter, 
and  for  the  nonalienation  of  the  right  of  patronage, 
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and  for  the  nonsubjecting  themselves  to  the  jurisdiction       1 830. 
of  any  other  collegiate  body;  we  grant  also,  as  far  as  Macdoucall 
we  have  the  power,  that  the  nunnery  there  established         "• 
may  convert   to  their  ^own   use  all  the  obventions 
of  the  above-mentioned  church,  except  the  aforesaid 
pension ;  alsoj  that  the  said  nunnery  shall  bear  all 
episcopal  burthens  belonging  to  the  said  church,  but 
if  in  the  place  aforesaid,  by  some  unforeseen  event, 
there  could  cease  to  be  the  present  abode  and  establish- 
ment of  nuns,  we  have  granted,  that  the  religious  men 
shall  be  there  established  without  any  let  or  hindrance, 
according  in  the  manner  which  has  been  above  ex- 
pressed concerning  the  establishment  of  the  nuns,  and 
that  they  may  be  held  bound  in  a  similar  manner  to 
the  dean  and  chapter  of  St.  Paul's. 

And  the  Respondent,  by  his  answer  further  stated, 
that  he  was  informed  and  believed  that  the  dean  and 
chapter  of  the  cathedral  church  of  St.  Paul's  then  had, 
and  for  many  centuries  had,  the  right  of  patronage 
and  advowson  of  the  said  church,  or  if  the  same  should 
have  been  legally  appropriated  to  the  vicarage  thereof, 
and  if  it  should  be  established  that  the  said  church  had 
been  duly  appropriated,  or  that  a  vicarage  had  been 
fully  endow^ed,  the  Respondent  said,  that  inasmuch  as 
he  was  advised  that  the  rectors  of  all  parishes  in 
which  vicarages  w^re  endowed,  were  of  common 
right  entitled  to  the  advowson  of  such  vicarages, 
he  submitted  to  the  judgment  of  the  court,  that  the 
dean  And  chapter  of  St.  Paul's  were  such  rectors ; 
and  he  alleged  that  the  Rev.  James  Blencairne  was, 
on  the  S&d  of  March  18S^,  and  had  ever  since  been, 
the  mibister  or  incumbent  of  the  said  parish,  and 
had  officiated  in  the  cure  of  souls,  and  was  then  com- 
monly called  the  vicar  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Helen's, 
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1 830.       and  that  the  said  James  Blencainie  paid  the  sum  of 
Macdouoall  ^^^^  ^  mark,  or  6  s.  8.d.  to  the  deaa  and  chapter  of 
•.  St  Paul's^ 

And  the  said  Respondent,  by  his  said  answer,  farther 
stated  that,  considering  the  said  Jiamea  Blencatme  to 
be  entitled  to  a  suitable  income  as  tbd  incni»be»t^  and 
understanding  that  he  did  not  receive  on.aaavieiage  for 
three  yeara  prior  to  July  18S2  (exdusiYe  of  inoitiea  for 
sermons  and  voluntary  gifts  or  offerings  fcom  the 
parishioners)  more  than  from  15  /.  or  20  /.  a  year ;  the 
Respondent  veas  informed  that  the  parishioners  bad 
proposed^  in  the  years  1832  and  1823,  to  give  the  sum 
of  100  L  a  year,  to  be  raised  by  a  rate,  and  that  he, 
the  Respondent,  did  acquiesce  in  such  arrangement, 
and  did  pay  his  share  of  the  said  sum  of  100  i.j  and 
100/.  for  the  two  years  ending  Easier  or  July  18SS ; 
and  the  Respondent  insisted  that  the  said  James  Blen« 
caime  did  receive  such  several  sums  in  lieu  of  all  dues 
to  which  he,  as  the  ecclesiastical  parson  or  vicar  of  the 
said  parish  was  entitled ;  and  that  the  Appellant  being 
a  layman,  (even  if  he  was  rector  of  the  said  parish) 
was  not  on  the  25th  of  March  1829,  or  at  any  time 
since,  entitled  to  any  Easter  or  other  offerings,  or 
ecdestastical  dues,  payable  raticne  aitarU  of  the  said 
chureh  of  St  Helen's  aforesaid ;  and  the  Respondent 
said,  he  was  informed  and  believed  that  the  Appel- 
lant had  no  seisin  of  the  church  or  the  chancel  of  the 
ehurch,  nor  any  glebe  in  the  parish,  and  was  not  liable 
to  the  repairs  of  the  chancel ;  for  the  Respondent  said 
he  was  informed  that  other  persons  claimed  to  receive 
certain  customary  payments  in  lieu  of  tithes  in  the  said 
parish,  not  as  the  Appellant's  agent  or  collector,  but 
in  their  own  right. 

And  the  Respondent  denied  that  the  Appellant  was 
entitled  to  receive  or  enjoy  the  tithes,  rates  for  tithes, 
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or  cdstosnnry  payiBe&ts  alleged  by  the  bill  to  be  due      J850-^ 
and  pajabie  by  the  citizetis  and  inhabitants  of  their  Macdovoaia 
resjpective   bouses  and    premises  within  the  parish,     puiuiuu 
aeoording  to  the  Act  of  Parliament  in  the  said  bill 
ineixtiofied;  but  whether  tlie  Appellant  was  or  not 
entitled  to  any  of  the  customary  payments  payable  iti 
die  said  ^rish  he  did  not  know. 

Aod  the  Respondent  said  he  had  been  informed,  and 
bdievedy  that  the  Act  of  Parliament  of  the  S7t^  year  of 
the  reign  of  Heilry  8,  had  been  made,  but  he  did  not 
know  and  could  not  set  forth  as  to  his  belief  or  other* 
wise^^hedier  such  decree  as  in  the  said  bill  mentioned 
was  made  pursuant  to  the  said  Act  of  Parliament,  save 
as  he  had  heard  statements  made  in  relation  to  such 
a  decree  having  been  made,  but  how  far  such  state- 
Boents  were  accurate  he  was  unable  to  set  forth ;  how- 
ever he  aaid,  that  according  to  the  best  of  the  informa- 
tioa  he  had  been  able  to  obtain  on  the  subject,  such 
dearee,  if  ever  made,  was  not  duly  or  otherwise  enrolled 
in  tjkia  court  of  record,  and  that  after  diligent  search 
had  been  made  for  the  same,  no  decree  to  such  purport 
or  effect  could  be  found  enrolled  in  the  King's  Court 
of  Chancery.     And  the  Respondent  submitted  that 
enrolment  of  records  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  of 
ike  deeree  or  order  contemplated  by  the  said  Act,  was 
provided  in  order  to  prevent  any  surreptitious  order  or 
decree  being  imposed  upon  the  citizens  and  inhabitants 
of  London  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  Act,  by 
reason  that  the  laws  of  the  land  and  usages  of  the  said 
court  required  that  before  any  such  decree  could  be 
enrolled,  the  same  being  to  be  an  instrument  under  the 
hand  and  seal  of  certain  subjects  of  his  then  Majesty,  the 
signature  and  seal  of  one  at  least  of  the  parties  signing 
and  sealing  the  said  contemplated  decree  would  be  by 
such  laws  and  uss^ges  required  to  be  acknowledged  and 
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1830.       proved  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  or  one  of  the 

Macdouoall  -^^^te^  of  tb^  said  Court,  and.  that  such  decree  beings 
V.  an  instrument  to  be  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  sub- 

jects,  would,  had  it  been  enrolled  pursuant  to  the  said 
act  then  be  enrolled  on  certain  rolls  or  enrolments  of 
the  said  Court  called  the  Close  Rolls  of  the  Chancery, 
which  from  the  time  of  their  commencement  to  the 
.  present  time,  were  kept  in  the  Tower  of  London  or  in 
the  Rolls  Chapel ;  and  which  rolls  were,  as  the  .Res* 
pondent  was  informed  and  believed,  then  extant,  un- 
cancelled, and  undefaced  in  their  regular  order  and 
series  from  the  time  of  their  commencement  to  this 

• 

time,  and  an  inventory  and  index  to  the  said  rolls,  and 
coeval  with  the  same,  and  containing  the  parties  names 
and  description  of  every ,  instrument  there  enrolled, 
were  also,  as  the  Respondent  was  informed  and  be* 
lieved,  then  extant,  uncancelled,  and  undefaced,  and 
in  regular  order  and  series ;  and  he  therefore  submitted 
and  insisted,  that  such  alleged  decree  could  not  be  .pre- 
sumed to  have  been  enrolled,  and  the  enrolment  lost  or 
destroyed ;  and  he  submitted,  that  inasmuch  as  such 
decree  had  not  been  enrolled,  this  Court  would  not 
presume  entirely  contrary  to  the  fact  that  it  had  been 
enrolled. 

And  the  Respondent  further,  by  his  answer,  said  he 
did  not  believe  that  since  the  making  of  said  alleged 
decree,  or  during  any  part  of  the  time  since,  the  said 
Act  and  the  directions  of  the  said  alleged  decree  had 
been  observed  and  obeyed  by  the  citizens  and  inhabit- 
ants of  the  said .  city  of  London,  although  he  said  he 
had  heard  that  in  some  few  instances  such  a  decree 
had  been  insisted  on  of  late  years  as  a  binding  decree ; 
but  he  denied,  to.  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief, 
that  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  St.  Helen's  had,  in 
conformity  to  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  alleged 
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decree,  p^d  their  tidies  at  and  after  the  rate  therein       i83o. 
mentioned,  except  as  the .  said  alleged  decree,  or  any  MACDouoAfcc 
ether  payment  in  lieu  of  tithes,  as  thereinafter  men*  «. 

iioned,  and  in  the  schedule  thereto  annexed,  set  forth. 

And  the  Respondent  stated,  that  in  case  the  said 
decree  had  been  duly  enrolled  and  was  binding,  the 
same  would  not  have  been  submitted  to,  and  have 
been  applicable  to  and  binding  on  the  said  parish  of 
St  Helen's ;  for  he  said  it  appeared,  by  the  said  act 
and  alleged  decree,  that  the  same  was  meant  to  apply 
to  parishes  of  which  only  one  person,  as  parson,  vicar 
or  curate,  had  the  cure  of  souls,- and  was  entitled  to  all 
the  tithes,  oblations  and  other  duties,  and  therefore  to 
the  parishes  wherein  all  the  tithes  and  oblations,  ob- 
ventions,  offerings  and  altarages,  were  the  property  of 
the  parson  or  vicar,  or  other  person  having  the  cure  of 
souls,  which  was  not  the  case,  as  the  Respondent 
believed,  in  the  said  parish,  if  the  said  rectory  had 
been  appropriated* 

And  the  Respondent  denied  that  to  his  knowledge 
and  belief,  during  the  time  the  said  messuage  or 
dwelling-house  and  premises  had  beea  in  his  occupa- 
tion, the  tithes,  or  yearly  payment  in  lieu  of  tithes, 
were  payable  to  him  the  Appellant,  as  such  impror 
priate  rector  of  the  parish  of  St.  Helen,  Bishopsgate, 
for  or  in  respect  of  the  said  messuage  or  premises  in 
the  said  alleged  decree  mentioned,  or  otherwise,  or 
that  the  same  were  payable  by  the  Respondent  in  pro- 
portion to  the  rent.  And  he  denied  that  he  had  at  aay  ^ 
time,  or  that  any  former  owner  or  occupier  had,  to4he 
,best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief,  always^  or  at  any 
times  or  time  (save  as  therein  appeared)  since  the  said 
alleged  decree,  and  conformably  to,  and  in  pursuance 
and  by  virtue  thereof,  paid  to  the  former  rector,  or  pre* 
tended  rector  of  the  said  parish,  any  tithes  or  payment 
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1830.       for  the  said  messus^  and  premises,  at  tb6  rate  in  the 
,3,"^^"^  said  alleged  decree  mentkmed,  or  aft  any  less  rent  or 

V.  proportion ;  however,  the  Rei^>oiiden(t  saod  he  had  been 
PvRni£R.  informed,  and  believed  that  a  Mr.  Bocradaile,  who 
occupied  the  said  premises  in  1821,  ot  aom^  prior 
years  or  year,  did  pay  some  sums  or  sum  of  money  to 
the  Rev.  Mr.  Cooke,  who  cdled  himsdif  rector  of  the 
said  parish,  he  having  demanded  the  samet  ^nd  as  the 
Respondent  had  been  informed  and  believed,  threat- 
ened (if  the  same  was  not  paid)  to  file  a  bUl  in  Chancery 
to  recover  2  s.  9d.  in  the  pound  on  the  radc^^rent  of  the 
said  house.  And  the  Respondent  believed  that  tbe 
said  Mr.  Cooke  did  actually  file  a  bill  in  equity  against 
an  inhabitant  of  the  said  parish,  of  the  name  of  Coopar^ 
for  the  tithe  of  his  house,  after  the  rate  t^laimed  by  the 
said  Appellant's  bill ;  but  the  Respondent  said  he  was 
informed,  and  believed  diat  the  said  bill  was  disqiissed 
with  costs.  And  he  believed  that  the  said  Mr.  Cooke 
did  by  similar  means  induce  some  other  parishioners 
of  the  said  parish  to  pay  sums  of  money  for  tidie  of 
their  houses  not  anciently  or  legally  doe  for  the  same. 

And  the  said  Respondent  admitted,  that  under  the 
circumstances  in  his  said  answer  stated,  he  had  not 
made  to  the  Appellant  any  payment  for  or  on  account 
of  the  messuage  or  premises  in  his  the  Respondent  s 
occupation,  and  he  believed  there  were  not  any  pay* 
ments  due  to  the  Appellant  on  account  thereof. 

The  Respondent  further  said  that  a  list  or  table  of 
persons  liable  to  pay  tithes  in  the  said  parish,  and  the 
sums  payable  by  them,  appeared  to  have  been  by  an 
order  of  vestry  of  the  said  parish,  in  the  year  1814, 
made  out  and  written  on  parchment,  and  hung  up  in 
the  vestry  with  a  view  to  perpetuate  the  evidaice 
thereof,  and  which  customary  payments  were  a  pay- 
ment, in  the  aggregate  amounting  to  the  same  sum  as 
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fti  tfae  pasBittg  of  the  Act  97  Hen.  8,  and  «<ver  Binde       isso. 

]iad  been  payable  to  the  |>enoii  or  persons  thea  and  macdougau. 

now  beinir  lectois  of  the  said  parish,  or  the  vicitfs     ^   *• 

thereof,  or  the  person  or  persons  htwfuU j  entitled  to 

tike  sums  of  money  mentioned  in  the  said  table  in  lien 

of  tithes,  And  that  the  ecclesiastical  person  having  the 

cure  of  souls  was,  in  the  S7  Hen.  8,  and  ever  since 

had  been,  and  that  the  Rev.  James  Blencaime  then  was 

te  steh  so  entitled;  and  further,  that  he  did  not  believe 

imy  former  oocufner  of  the  premises  he  held  bad,  since 

the  passing  of  the  said  Act  and  making  <^  the  decKo, 

paid  any  tithes,  &c.  oeiculated  at  Ss.  9^  in  the  pound, 

and  diat  the  said  Act  and  decree  had  not  (except  in 

some  Tecent  instances)  been  isnforoed,  and  then  only 

under  the  mistaken  notion  dbat  the  same  was  duly 

enrolled^ 

And  the  said  RespoiMleat,  by  his  amsiweiv  fortber 
stated  that  he  did  not  know,  nor  could  he  set  forth,  as 
to  his  belief  or  otherwise,  whether  the  said  Act  of  Par«- 
1  lament  and  alleged  decree,  or  either  of  them,  were  or 
was,  or  not,  duly  entered  or  copied  in  a  register,  or 
any  other  book  kept  by  Bonner,  then  bishop  of  London, 
or  tiny  other  person  for  him ;  nor  whether  the  afiairs 
and  transactions,  and  deeds  and  papers,  or  any  of 
them,  of  and  relating  to  die  See  of  London,  its  rights 
and  property,  between  the  years  1539  and  1569^  had 
been  registered  Or  preserved  in  such  register  or  book ; 
nor  whether  such  hock  was  or  is  deposited  and  pre- 
served in  the  cathedral  church  of  St.  Paul,  or  imy  otW 
place ;  nor  whether  it  did  or  not  appear  by  the  copy 
of  an  enrolment  on  the  said  decree,  copied  and  entered 
in  the  same  alleged  book ;  nor  whether  the  fact  was 
that  the  said  decree  duly  signed  and  sealed  by  the 
persons  who  made  the  same,  was  at  any  time  delivered 
by  bishop  Bonner  to  the  archbishop  in  the  bill  men- 
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1890.       tioned,  nor  any  other  persons;  nor. whether  the  said 

Macdoucall  ''^'^^^P  ^^^  ^^  ^^^y  ^°  ^^^  ^^  ^^y  ^^  February  1545> 
V.  or  at  any  other  time,  deliver  the  said  alleged  decree  to 

.  his  registrar,  or  any  other  person,  for  safe  cuRtody ; 
and  he  said  he  did  not  know  whether  the  said  alleged 
decree  had  or  not  been  constantly,  or  at  any  times, 
pcrinted  by  the  king's  printer  along  with  the  existing 
statutes  of  this  realm. 

And  the  said  Respondent  said  he  admitted  that  the 
said  Act  of  the  S7  Henry  8,  would  have  been,  and 
then  was,  useless  and  nugatory,  unless  taken  and  acted 
on  or  in  connection  with  the  said  alleged  decree,  or 
some  other  decree,  made  by  proper  persons,  and  duly 
enrolled  as  the  Act  required ;  but  the  Respondent  said 
he  believed  that  some  decree,  touching  tithes  in  Lon- 
don, has  been  acted  on  in  some  of  the  courts  of  justice 
in  this  kingdom,  and  considered  by  the  king's  Judges 
as  a  valid  and  subsisting  decree,  but  under  a  mistaken 
notion,  as  the  Respondent  believed,  that  the  same  had 
been  duly  enrolled ;  and  he  insisted,  that  unless  the 
Appellant  produced  the  enrolment  of  the  record  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  or  proved  the  same  to  have  been 
casually  lost  or  destroyed,  and  produced  evidence  of 
its  contents  to  the  effect  in  the  said  bill  set  forth,  the 
Appellant  could  not  be  permitted  to  go  into  or  give 
any  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  decree 
alleged  to  have  been  made  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  the 
SJ  Henry  8 ;  however,  the  Respondent  said  he  did  not 
know,  nor  could  he  set  forth,  as  to  his  belief  or  other- 
wise, whether  many  or  any  decrees  or  orders,  in  some 
and  which  of  the  King's  courts  of  justice  had  been 
made,  founded  on  or  pursuant  to  the  said  Act  of  Par- 
liament and  alleged  decree ;  nor  whether,  the  citizens 
and  inhabitants  of  the  city  of  London,  or  any  of  them, 
had  been  ordered  and  adjudged  to  pay  their  tithes  at 
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and  after  the  rate  of  Qs.  9d.  in  the  pound,  or  any        i83o. 
other  rate  on  the  rent  or  value,  according  or  with  rcfe-   Macih>uoai.l 
rence  to  the  said  Act  or  alleged  decree ;  nor  whether     pyaRit*. 
the  clergy  of  London  had  received  or  (save  as  afore- 
said) were  entitled  to  receive  any  tithes,  or  payments 
in  respect  of  tithes,  except  by  force  and  effect  of  the 
said  Act  and  alleged  decree ;  and  he  said  he  believed 
that  a  prior  Act  of  the  27  Henry  8,  did  pass,  relating 
to  tithes  in  the  city  of  London,  but  he  submitted  to  the 
Court  whether  such  Act  was  or  had  been  held  to  have 
been  repealed  by  the  said  Act  of  37  Henry  8,  and  the 
said  alleged  decree ;  and  he  believed  that  the  said  Act 
of  the  27  Henry  8,  had  been  very  lately  insisted  upon 
by  some  or  one  of  the  clergy  of  London  as  a  valid  and 
subsisting  Act  of  Parliament,  in  the  event  of  ttie  said 
decree  not  having  been  duly  enrolled;  and  the  Re- 
spondent submitted  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  whe- 
ther the  said  Act  of  27  Henry  8,  ought  not  to  have 
been  deemed,  taken  to  be,  and  considered,  as  a  valid 
and  subsisting  Act,  in  case  the  said  alleged  decree  had 
not  in  fact  been  duly  made  and  enrolled;   and  the 
Respondent  insisted  it  was  then  necessary,  at  that 
distance  of  time,  to  produce  the  actual  enrolment  of 
the  said  decree,  which  was  the  only  evidence  of  the 
existence  thereof  that  could  be  admitted,  so  as  to  bind 
the  Respondent,  and  that  such  enrolment  ought  not  to 
be  presumed,  inasmuch  as  such  presumption;  if  made, 
would  be,  as  the  Respondent  believed,  entirely  contrary 
to  the  &ct;  and  he  said,  that  under  the  circumstances 
therein  appearing  he  submitted  and  insisted,  that  even 
if  the  said  decree  had  been  acted  upon,  recognized  and 
adopted,  as  in  the  bill  alleged,  it  ought  hot  to  be 
.  treated  and  considered  as  of  the  same  force  and  effect 
aa  if  the  actual  enrolment  was  extant  and  produced. 
To  this  answer  the  Appellant  replied^  and  witnesses 
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iB90«       were  exalnbed  €>&  his  ]3«ilialf,  but  bo  witnesses  were 

Macdovoall  ®*^*^i°^d>  ^^^  ^'^y  evidence  f^iTen,  on  the  part  of  the 
V.  said  Respondesit;  and  ibe  Appellant  proved,  by  lits 
witnesses,  the  several  deeds  and  instruments  showing 
his  title  to  the  said  rectory :  and  further,  that  betwtea 
Lady^ay  and  Michaelmas  1822,  and  after  he  had 
become  the  purchaser  of  the  aaid  rectory,  the  Appel* 
lant's  agents  accompanied  the  ReteHend  fid  ward  Cooke^ 
the  kfnaer  rector,  in  his  oc^ection  of  the  tithes  atid 
payments  in  lieu  thereof^  at  Lady-day  1822,  and  that 
the  Appellant's  agent  was  introduced  by  the  said  Re- 
verend Edward  Cooke  to  the  sev^*al  residents  and 
occupiers  as  the  person  to  whom  they  were  in  futuM 
to  pay  such  tithes  or  payments;  and  the  Appelfcint 
also  prdrved  the  actual  receipt  by  htm,  as  such,  rector, 
(diiough  his  agent)  of  such  tithes  or  dues^  and  that  he 
had  since  continued  to  collect  and  receive  such  pay- 
ments; and  he  proved,  by  the  evidence  of  the  said 
Mr*  Borradaile,  the  former  owner  and  occupier  of  die 
house  and  premises  then  in  possession  of  the  said  Re- 
spondent, that  be,  the  said  Mr.  Borradaile',  had  occo- 
pied  the  said  premises  «bout  four  or  five  years  ago,  a]Ml 
that  he  paid  a  ceitain  sum  of  money  during  his  occu*- 
patioa  to  the  lay  rector  or  impropriate  of  the  said 
parish,  or  his  agents  as  tithes,  or  in  lieu  of  tithed, 
amounting  to  hho^t  ton  or  twcQve  guineas;  and  the 
Appellant  further  proved  by  the  Reverend  H.  B.  Owen, 
who  bad  been  rector  of  the  parish  of  St.  Olave,  Hart^ 
street,  in  the  city  of  London^  for  thirty  years  and  up- 
wards, and  was  then  such  rector,  that  he  had  always 
considered  himself  entitled  to  be  paid  at  the  rate  of 
9  s.  9d.  in  the  pound  on  the  rack-nent  of  houses  occu-* 
pied  in  his  parish,  by  or  in  the  nature  of  tithes,  under 
the  said  statute  of  37  Henry  8 ;  and  the  said  witness 
proved  that  the  East  India  Company  bad  for  many 
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yeara.pMt  paid,  .ted  were  then  payii^  to  htm  (the  wtt«       losa 

]iess)i  as.  aiicb  motor,  is.  9d.  in  the  pound  on  the  yj^^^^^^,. 

eai^aiated  annual  iralne  of  the  premises  oooapied  by     ^  «. 

tbsiD.  within  llie  pariah,  and  thai  the  Kind's  Excise 

CMb^alao  sMde*  a  similar  payment  to  him,  and  that 

tlw  New.  Com-  £»diange  Company  had-  s^eed  to 

wake  hka  a  similiaY  paymeiB^)  and  the  same  witness 

proved  that  he  had  at  Taiions  times,  since  he  heeame 

reotoTi  of  fbe  said  parish,  claimed  and  received  from 

many  other  ii^abitants  living   in   the  said  parish^ 

9s4  9^d.  in  the  pound  on  the  rack-'reiit  of  the  respective 

houses. and  premises;  and  he  mentioned  two  instances 

in  which  aome  of  his  parishioners  resisted  the  payment^ 

in-  consequence  of  which  he  caused  a  bill  in  equity  to 

be  filed  against  them,  upon  which  they  submitted,  and 

paid  him  such  rate  accordingly  on.  the  rack-rent  of 

their  respective  houses. 

In  farther  support  of  the  Appellant's  case^  he  pron 
duced  the  officeHM^  of  the  record-  of  the  Court  of 
Kingi's  Bench^  in  an.  action  at  law,  HaUam  agaiASt 
Adams,  UiL  ter^  2S  Car.  1^  roll  1834^  brought  lor  false 
iippritonment  under*  a  warrant  for  not  obeying  an  ovder 
of  a  magistrate  for  the  payment  of  the  small  tithes^  or; 
money  in  lieu,  tbereofi  within  the  said  parish,,  and  in; 
which  the  rquestion  of  enrdment  of  the  said  decree  was 
in  issue,  and  a  verdict  Was  found  for  the  enrolment. 

And  in  further  proof,  the  Appellant  produced  various 
printed  cases*  in  support  of  the  proceeding  of  suits  and 
actions  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  and  in  the. 
Court  of  King  s  Bench,  andj  in  the  Coutt  of  Common 
Pleas,  and  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer^  and  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  at  various  times  for  upwards  of  two 
centuries,  in  which  decrees,  judgments  and  orders ' 
were  made  for  pajrment  of  tithes  in  the  city  of  London, 
founded  on  the  fact  or  assumption  that  ike  said  decree 
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1830.       had  been  duly  enrolled  and  printed.     Books  of  the 

Macdouoall  statutes  of  this  realm  were  also  produced  to  show  the 

p   *-         fact  of  such  decree  having  been  duly  made  and  en* 

rolled  ;  but  notwithstanding  such  matters,  his  Honor 

the  Vice  Chancellor,  before  whom  the  said  cause  was 

heard,  by  his  decree  or  order  bearing  date  April  89) 

1828  (which  has  been  since  enrolled),  did  order  that 

the  parties  should  proceed  to  a  trial  in  his  Majesty's 

Court  of   Common    Pleas   on  the  following  issue: 

Whether  the  decree  mentioned  in,  and  authorized  to  be 

made  by,  the  statute  37th  of  Henry  8,  c.  12,  was  duly 

enrolled  according  to  the  provision  in  that  statute,  and 

his  Honor  did  reserve  the  consideration  of  all  further 

directions,  and  of  the  co^  of  the  said  suit,  until  after 

.   .    the  trial  of  the  same  issue. 

The  Appellant  is  advised,  and  conceives  that  he  is 
aggrieved  by  the  said  order  or  decree,  and  humbly 
appeals  therefrom  to  your  Lordships,  and  prays  that  the 
same  may  be  reversed  for  the  following  (amongst  other) 
Reasons : — First.  Because  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
to  show  that  the  award  of  the  A.rchbishop  of  Canter^ 
bury  and  the  other  persons,  or  a  competent  number  of 
them,  mentioned  in  the  Act  Syth  Hen.  8,  had  actually 
been  made  of  the  tenor  and  to  the  effect  stated  in  the 
Appellant  s  bill,  and  although  the  actual  enrolment  of 
the  award  is  not  now  to  be  found  or  accounted  for,  yet, 
after  a  lapse  of  nearly  three  hundred  years,  positive 
evidence  of  the  formal  act  and  ceremony  of  enrolment 
ought  to  have  been  and  must  be  presumed. 

Secondly.  Because  the  presumption  of  enrolment  is, 
under  the  circumstances^  and  after  so  great  a  lapse  of 
time,  a  presumption  of  law,  and  not  a  mere  presumption 
of  fact  to  be  found  and  formed  by  a  jury. 

Thirdly.  Because  a  jury  can  have  no  better  or  other 
means  of  forming  a  judgment  on  the  question  sent  to 
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tiiem  than  the  Court  had ;  there  can  be  no  parol  evi-*       i83o. 
dence  in  the  case  on  which  a  jury  could  be  required  to  m^^all 
decide  with  reference  to  the  character  or  credit  of     _   *^- 
conflicting  witnesses. 

Fourthly.  Because  the  existence  of  the  law,  and  he 
usage  of  the  city  of  London  founded  on  and  derived 
from  the  statute  37  Hen.  8,  and  the  award,  and  the 
judgments  and  decisions  of  the  several  courts  of  law 
and  equity,  recognizing  the  law  on  the  subject,  are 
matters  of  public  notoriety. 

The  Respondent  is  advised,  and  humbly  insists,  that 
the  said  order  or  decree  ought  to  be  affirmed,  for  the 
following  amongst  other  reasons :  First,  that  the  said 
Appellant  not  having  proved  that  the  said  decree  had 
been  duly  enrolled,  and  not  having  proved  any  facts 
or  circumstances  from  which  such  enrolment  could  be 
judicially  presumed,  the  only  order  he  was  entitled  to 
was  an  order  giving  him  an  opportunity  to  try  that 
fact. 

Secondly,  Tliat  it  having  been  alleged  upon  the  hear*' 
ing  of  the  said  cause,  that  the  Respondent  was,  as  in 
fact  he  was,  prepared  with  evidence  to  prove  that  the 
said  decree  had  never  been  enrolled,  the  Appellant  was 
not  entitled,  in  contradiction  to  the  evidence  in  the 
cause,  to  call  upon  the  Court  to  assume  that  such 
decree  had  been  enrolled. 

The  Cause  was  heard  on  the  13th  December  1830,  i^  i^-  ^^^o. 
in  the    presence  of  the  Judges  who  had  been  sum-     J"«%«nont. 
moned  to  attend  on  the  motion  of  Lord  Wynford ;  and 
on  the  1 4th  the  Judgment  of  the  House  was  given. 

The  Earlqf  Eldon. — My  Lords,  this  is  a  cause  in 
which  the  Appellant  filed  his  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
ceryi  stating  that  he  was  seised  and  possessed  of  the 
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1 S30.       impropriate  rectory  of  St.  Helenas,  Bishopsgate^  and  in 
M acdodoall  ^^  character  claimed  the  tithes  of  that  rectory,  and 
p^  ^         praying  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  all  sums 
of  money  due  to  him  from  the  Respondent  for  tithes ; 
and  if  the  Appellant  had  a  legal  titks  to  those  tithes, 
there    can    be    no  doubt  that  he    was    entitled    to 
have  an  account  of  what   was    due    from   the   Re« 
spondent  on  the  score  of  that  legal  title.     The  cause 
was  :  originally  beard  before  his   Honor  the  preseirt 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  was  pleased  to  order  the  trial 
of  an  issue,  which  order  has  brought  the  case  before 
your  Lordshipsi  the  Appellant  insisting  that  no  such 
order  ought  to  have  been  pronounced.     It  is  perfectly 
clear^  that  if  a  case  depends  on  a  mi&ed  question  of  law 
and  equity,  the  Judge  in  equity  has  himself  a  right 
to  decide  upon  the   circumstances  which  raise  that 
question ;  but  it  must  be  admitted  that  in  a  great  many 
cases  it  would  be  very  wise  to  send  an  issue  to  a  court 
of  laW|  in  order  that  the  Judge  in  equity,  who  is  to 
judge  of  the  equity  and  the  law,  might  have  his  con- 
science better  informed,  and  be  better  able  to  apply 
the  law  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case. 
This  is  an  appeal  to  your  Lordships  as  a  Court  of 
Equity;  for  you  are  sitting  here  to  decide  upon  the 
same  principle  as  the  Lord  Chancellor  ought  to  have 
decided  upon  in  his  court;  it  is  clear  therefore  that  your 
Lordships  ought  to  send  an  issue  to  be  tried,  if  you  are 
satisfied  that  this  is  that  species  of  case  which  upon  the 
whole  view  of  the  circumstances  requires  such  a  pro* 
ceeding.      On  the  other  hand,  if  you  are  perfectly 
satisfied  that  the  Plaintiff  has  made  out-  his  tide,  and 
that  you  cannot  act  against  that  title  without  over- 
turning a  long  series  of  decisions,  your  Lordships  ought 
not  to  send  the  case  to  a  court  of  law ;  but  as  Judges 
of  the  law  yon  should  decide  the  law^  applying  the 
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Jaw  to  the  facts  and  the  evidence  before  you.  Now  it  1 830. 
IS  admitted  that  the  Appellant  is  lay-impropriator  of  MacdouoIli. 
the  tithes  of  the  parish.  He  shapes  his  tide  upon  the  _  ^- 
37  Hen.  8 ;  and  the  question  really  to  be  decided  by 
your  Lordships  is,  whether,  after  all  that  appears  to 
have  been  done  upon  a  careful  search,  and  after  all 
that  has  been  pronounced  by  the  courts  of  law  upon  the 
subject,  you  feel  yourselves  satisfied  that  the  Appellant, 
founding  his  title  on  this  statute,  is  entitled  to  your 
decree  in  the  first  instance,  or  whether  he  is  first  bound 
to  try  to  produce  better  evidence  before  a  jury,  that 
your  Lordships  may  afterwards  decide  n^hether  the 
jury  has  come  to  a  right  conclusion.  When  the  Case 
first  came  before  the  House  the  nature  of  it  was  not 
immediately  understood ;  and  being  a  case  of  import- 
ance, it  was  thought  proper  by  my  noble  and  learned 
friend  that  the  Judges  should  be  called  on  to  assist  your 
Lordships  with  their  advice.  When  however  the 
nature  of  the  case  came  to  be  seen^  it  was  clear  that 
there  was  no  question  which  could  properly  be  sub-^ 
mitted  to  the  Judges  for  their  consideration,  because  it 
does  not  depend  upon  a  question  of  common  law,  but 
upon  the  manner  in  which  the  Court  of  Chancery  ought 
to  exercise  its  jurisdiction  in  applying  the  law  to  the 
fact.  When  I  have  stated  that  this  Appellant  is  the 
lay-impropriator,  I  have  gone  some  length  towards 
showing  that,  considering  the  decisions  upon  the  Act 
of  Parliament,  and  on  the  enrolment  of  the  deed  under 
it,  the  Appellant  has  a  right  to  sue  under  the  Act  The 
decisions  of  the  Courts,  that  whether  there  be  a  pro- 
ducible deed  or  not,  an  impropriator  under  this  Act 
has  a  right  to  sustain  such  a  suit  as  the  present,  offer 
of  themselves  an  indication,  if  Acre  was  no  other,  that 
the  Act  of  37  Hen.  8,  is  one  under  which  an  impro- 
priator may  recover.     If  that  is  so,  it  does  not  appear 

VOL.  II.  M 
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1830.       for  the  said  messaage  and  premised,  at  th^  rate  in  tibe 
^^     '  said  alleged  decree  mentioned^  or  art  anv  less  rent  or 

MacDOUCALL  .  °  I        -n  ,  -11111 

V.         proportion ;  however,  the  RespondenA  saad  he  aad  been 
PuRncR.    4„fo^ed^  aad  believed  that  a  Mn  Borradaile,  who 


occupied  the  said  premises  in  1821,  or  same  prior 
years  or  year,  did  pay  some  sums  or  stun  of  mooey  to 
the  Rev.  Mr.  Cooke,  who  ciJled  himself  rector  of  the 
said  parish,  he  having  demimded  the  same«  and  as  the 
Respondent  had  been  informed  and  bdieved,  threat- 
ened (if  the  same  was  not  paid)  to  file  a  bill  in  Chancery 
to  recover  Qs.  9d.  in  the  pound  on  the  rajck^^rent  of  the 
said  house.  And  the  Respondent  believed  that  tbe 
said  Mr.  Cooke  did  actually  file  a  bill  in  equity  agaiast 
an  inhabitant  of  the  said  parish,  of  the  name  of  Coopen 
for  the  tithe  of  his  house,  after  the  rate  claimed  by  the 
said  Appellant's  bill ;  but  the  Respondent  said  he  was 
informed,  and  believed  that  the  said  bill  was  disoiissed 
with  costs.  And  he  believed  that  the  said  Mr.  Cooke 
did  by  similar  means  induce  some .  other  parishioners 
of  the  said  parish  to  pay  sums  of  money  for  tidie  of 
their  houses  not  anciently  or  legally  doe  for  the  same. 

And  the  said  Respondent  adniitted,  that  under  the 
circumstances  in  his  said  answer  stated,  he  had  not 
made  to  the  Appellant  any  payment  for  or  on  account 
of  the  messuage  or  premises  in  his  the  Respondent's 
occupation,  and  he  believed  there  were  not  any  pay- 
ments due  to  the  Appellant  on  account  thereof. 

The  Respondent  further  said  tJbat  a  list  or  table  of 
persons  liable  to  pay  tithes  in  the  said  parish,  and  the 
sums  payable  by  them,  appeared  to  have  been  by  an 
order  of  vestry  of  the  said  parish,  in  the  year  1814, 
made  out  and  written  on  parchment,  and  hung  up  iii 
the  vestry  with  a  view  to  perpetuate  the  evid^ice 
thereof,  and  which  customary  payments  were  a  pay- 
ment, in  the  aggregate  amounting  to  the  same  sum  as 
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at  the  paasing  of  the  Act  97  Hen.  &,  and  ever  sinde       isso. 

Jiad  been  payable  to  the  person  or  persons  thea  and  macdodgau. 

now  beinff  rectois  of  the  said  parish,  or  the  vicars     _    ** 

thereof,  or  the  person  or  persons  lawfully-  eotided  to 

the  smns  of  money  mentioned  in  the  «aid  table  in  lien 

of  tithes,  and  that  the  ecclesiastical  person  having  the 

cure  of  souls  was,  in  the  37  Hen.  8,  and  ever  since 

had  been,  and  that  the  Rev.  James  Blencaime  then  was 

as  sUch  so  entitled;  andfurdier,  that  he  did  not  believe 

any  former  occupier  of  the  premises  he  held  bad,  since 

the  passing  of  the  said  Act  and  making  of  the  decree, 

paid  any  tithes,  &c.  calculated  at  @s.  9^  in  the  pound, 

and  that  the  said  Act  and  decree  had  not  (except  in 

some  Tecent  instances)  been  enforced,  and  then  ocdy 

under  the  mistaken  notion  that  the  same  was  duly 

eniroUed. 

And  the  said  Respondeat,  by  his  answer,  fortber 
stated  diat  he  did  not  know,  nor  could  he  set  forth,  as 
to  his  bdiief  or  otherwise,  whether  the  said  Act  of  Par<- 
liament  and  alleged  decree,  or  either  of  diem,  were  or 
was,  or  not,  duly  entered  or  copied  in  a  register,  or 
any  other  book  kept  by  Bonner,  then  bishop  of  London, 
or  'any  other  person  for  him;  nor  whether  the  aflairs 
and  traasaotions,  and  deeds  and  papers,  or  any  of 
them,  of  and  relating  to  die  See  of  London,  its  rights 
and  property,  between  the  years  15S9  and  1559,  had 
been  registered  or  preserved  in  such  roister  or  book ; 
nor  whether  such  book  was  or  is  deposited  and  pre- 
served in  the  cathedral  church  of  St.  Paul,  or  any  other 
place ;  nor  whether  it  did  or  not  appear  by  the  copy 
of  an  enrolment  on  the  said  decree,  copied  and  entered 
in  the  same  alleged  book ;  nor  whether  the  fact  was 
diat  the  said  decree  duly  signed  and  seided  by  the 
persons  who  made  die  same,  was  at  any  time  delivered 
by  bishop  Bonner  to  the  archbishop  in  the  bill  men- 
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1830.       tionedy  nor  any  other  persons;  nor. whether  the  saiJ 

Macdo^ll  ''^''^^OP  ^'^  ^^  ^^*>  ^^  ^^®  ^^  ^^y  ^^  February  1545> 
v.  .  or  at  any  other  time,  deliver  the  said  alleged  decree  to 
.  his  registrar,  or  any  other  person,  for  safe  custody ; 
and  he  said  he  did  not  know  whether  the  said  alleged 
decree  had  or  not  been  constantly,  or  at  any  times, 
printed  by  the  king's  printer  along  with  the  existing 
statutes  of  this  realm. 

And  the  said  Respondeot  said  he  admitted  that  the 
said  Act  of  the  S7  Henry  8,  would  have  been,  and 
then  was,  useless  and  nugatory,  unless  taken  and  acted 
on  or  in  connection  with  the  said  alleged  decree,  or 
some  other  decree,  made  by  proper,  persons,  and  duly 
enrolled  as  the  Act  required ;  but  the  Respondent  said 
he  believed  that  some  decree,  touching  tithes  in  Lon- 
don, has  been  acted  on  in  some  of  the  courts  of  justice 
in  this  kingdom,  and  considered  by  the  king's  Judges 
as  a  valid  and  subsisting  decree,  but  under  a  mistaken 
notion,  as  the  Respondent  believed,  that  the  same  had 
been  duly  enrolled ;  and  he  insisted,  that  unless  the 
Appellant  produced  the  enrolment  of  the  record  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  or  proved  the  same  to  have  been 
casually  lost  or  destroyed,  and  produced  evidence  of 
its  contents  to  the  effect  in  the  said  bill  set  forth,  the 
Appellant  could  not  be  permitted  to  go  into  or  give 
any  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  decree 
alleged  to  have  been  made  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  the 
S7  Henry  8 ;  however,  the  Respondent  said  he  did  not 
know,  nor  could  he  set  forth,  as  to  his  belief  or  other- 
wise, whether  many  or  any  decrees  or  orders,  in  some 
and  which  of  the  King's  courts  of  justice  had  been 
made,  founded  on  or  pursuant  to  the  said  Act  of  Par- 
liaqient  and  alleged  decree ;  nor  whether  the  citizens 
and  inhabitants  of  the  city  of  London,  or  any  of  them, 
had  been  ordered  and  adjudged  to  pay  their  tithes  al 
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and  after  the  rate  of  2  s.  9d.  in  the  pound,  or  any        i85o. 
other  rate  on  the  rent  or  value,  according  or  with  rcfe-   Macdouoaxl 
rence  to  the  said  Act  or  alleged  decree ;  nor  whether     poR^ita. 
the  clergy  of  London  had  received  or  (save  as  afore- 
said) were  entitled  to  receive  any  tithes,  or  payments 
in  respect  of  tithes,  except  by  force  and  effect  of  the 
said  Act  and  alleged  decree ;  and  he  said  he  believed 
that  a  prior  Act  of  the  27  Henry  8,  did  pass,  relating 
to  tithes  in  the  city  of  London,  but  he  submitted  to  the 
Court  whether  such  Act  was  or  had  been  held  to  have 
been  repealed  by  the  said  Act  of  87  Henry  8,  and  the 
said  alleged  decree ;  and  he  believed  that  the  said  Act 
of  the  27  Henry  8,  had  been  very  lately  insisted  upon 
by  some  or  one  of  the  clergy  of  London  as  a  valid  and 
subsisting  Act  of  Parliament,  in  the  event  of  the  said 
decree  not  having  been  duly  enrolled;  and  the  Re- 
spondent submitted  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  whe- 
ther the  said  Act  of  27  Henry  8,  ought  not  to  have 
been  deemed,  taken  to  be,  and  considered,  as  a  valid 
and  subsisting  Act,  in  case  the  said  alleged  decree  had 
not  in  fact  been  duly  made  and  enrolled;   and  the 
Respondent  insisted  it  was  then   necessary,  at  that 
distance  of  time,  to  produce  the  actual  enrolment  of 
the  said  decree,  which  was  the  only  evidence  of  the 
existence  thereof  that  could  be  admitted,  so  as  to  bind 
the  Respondent,  and  that  such  enrolment  ought  not  to 
be  presumed,  inasmuch  as  such  presumption;  if  made, 
would  be,  as  the  Respondent  believed,  entirely  contrary 
to  the  fact;  and  he  said,  that  under  the  circumstances 
therein  appearing  he  submitted  and  insisted,  that  even 
if  the  said  decree  had  been  acted  upon,  recognized  and 
adopted,  as  in  the  bill  alleged,  it  ought  not  to  be 
.  treated  and  considered  as  of  the  same  force  and- effect 
aa  if  the  actual  enrolment  was  extant  and  produced. 
To  this  answer  the  Appellant  replied^  and  witnesses 
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iB!90«       were  exasmed  o&  his  behalf,  but  no  witnesses  were 

Mactowall  ®*****o^^>  ®^  ^^7  evidence  given,  on  the  part  of  the 
V.  satd  Respofident;  and  die  Appellant  proved,  by  h» 
witnesses,  the  several  deeds  and  iBStruaients  ehowing 
his  title  to  the  said  rectorjr :  and  further,  that  betwtea 
Lady-ilay  and  Michaelmas  13)22,  and  after  he  had 
become  the  purchaser  of  the  said  rectory,  (be  Appel* 
lant's  agenty  accompanied  the  Reveiiend  fid  ward  Cooice^ 
the  former  rector,  in  his  collection  of  liie  tithes  and 
payments  in  lieu  thereof,  at  Lady-day  1822,^  and  that 
the  Appellant's  agent  was  introduced  by  the  said  Re* 
verend  Edward  Cooke  to  tbe  several .  residents  and 
occvpiens  as  the  person  to  whom  they  were  in  futuite 
to  pay  such  tithes  or  payments;  and  lite  Appellant 
also  proved  the  actual  receipt  by  htm,  as  such  rector, 
(thiough  his  :agent)  of  such  tithes  or  dues^  and  that  he 
bad  since  continued  to  collect  and  receive  such  pay- 
meats;  and  he  proved,  by  the  evidence  of  tiie  said 
Mt.  Borradaile,  the  farmer  owner  and  occupier  of  tbe 
bouse  and  premises  then  in  possession  of  the  said  Re- 
spondent, that  be,  the  said  Mr.  Borradaikf,  had  occn- 
pied  tbe  said  premises  ttbout  four  or  five  years  agfo,  and 
that  he  paid  a  ceitsin  sam  of  money  during  bis  occu^- 
patioa  to  the  lay  rector  or  impropriate  of  tbe  -said 
parish,  or  his  agent,  as  tithes,  or  in  lieu  of  tithed, 
amounting  to  about  ton  or  twdve  guineas;  and  liie 
Appellant  further  proved  by  the  Reverend  H.  B.  Owen, 
who  bad  been  rector  of  the  parish  of  St.  Okve,  Har^ 
street,  in  the  city  of  London,  for  thirty  years  and  up- 
wards, and  was  then  such  rector,  that  be  had  alwaylt 
considered  himself  entitled  to  be  paid  at  the  rate  of 
is.  9d.  in  tbe  pound  on  the* rack-rent  of  houses  occu- 
pied in  his  parish,  by  or  in  the  nature  of  tithes,  under 
the  said  statute  of  37  Henry  8 ;  and  the  said  witness 
proved  that  the  East  India  Company  bad  for  many 
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years  .put  paid,. and  were  then  paying  to  him  (the  wit-       issa 

ness),  as.  aiick  motor^  Us.  9d.  in  the  prand  on  the  ^^i^^^^^j^^ 

eoliaiated  annual  valne  of  the  premises  ocoupied  by         «. 

thsn.  ^^thin  the  parish,  and  that  the  King's  Excise 

Ofictralao  aiade  a  similar  paymeot  to  him,  and  that 

tfattt  New.  Com-  Euchaoge  Company  bad  agreed  to 

make  bim  a?  similm^  payn^e&t )  and  the  same  witness 

praved  Aait  be  bs^  at  Tarions  tinies»  since,  he  became 

teetoTi  of  the  said  parish,  claimed  and  received  fnom 

man^*   other  iiihabitants  living   in   the   said   parish^, 

9  Ss  Q^iL  in  the  pound  on  the  rack-»rcmt  of  the  respective 

houses  and  pttemises ;  and  he  mentioned  two  instances 

IB  which  some  of  his  paxisbioners  resisted  the  payment^ 

ia  consequence  of  which  be  caused  a  bill  in  equity  to 

be  filed  against  them,  upon  which  they  submitted,  and 

paid  bim  such  rate  accordingly  on.  the  rack^reol  of 

their  respective  houses. 

In  farther  support  of  the.  Appellant's  case»  he  pro^ 
duced  the  officensepy  of  the  record  of  the  Court  of 
Kingp*8  Bench,  in  an.  action  at  law,  HaUam  agaiast 
Adams,  HiU  tear*  fiSCar.  1^  roll  1834^  bronght  &>r  false 
iasprisonmenl  under  a  warrant  for  not  obeying  an  order 
(d  a  megiatmte  for  the  payment  of  the  small  tithes^  or. 
money  in  lieu  thereof^  within  the  said  parish^  and  in: 
which  the  [question  of  enrolment  of  the  said  decree  was 
in  issue,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  enrolment. 

And  in  further  proof,  the  Appellant  produced  various 
printed  cases^  in  support  of  the  proceeding  of  suits  and 
actions  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  and  in  the> 
Court  of  ELing  s  Bench,  and;  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  and  in  the  Court  of  J^cbequer,  and  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  at  various  times  for  upwards  of  two 
centuries,  in  which  decrees,  judgments  and  orders  > 
were  made  for  payment  of  tithes  in  the  city  of  London, 
founded  on  the  fact  or  assumption  that  the  said  decree 
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1 830.       had  been  duly  enrolled  and  printed.     Books  of  the 

Macdougail  statutes  of  this  realm  were  also  produced  to  show  the 

p^  ••         fact  of  such  decree  having  been  duly  made  and  en* 

rolled  ;  but  notwithstanding  such  matters,  his  Honor 

the  Vice  Chancellor,  before  whom  the  saidcause  was 

heard,  by  his  decree  or  order  bearing  date  April  S9» 

1828  (which  has  been  since  enrolled),  did  order  that 

the  parties  should  proceed  to  a  trial  in  his  Majesty's 

Court  of   Common    Pleas    on  the  following  issue: 

Whether  the  decree  mentioned  in,  and  authorized  to  be 

made  by,  the  statute  d7th  of  Henry  8,  c.  12,  was  duly 

enrolled  according  to  the  provision  in  that  statute,  and 

his  Honor  did  reserve  the  consideration  of  all  further 

directions,  and  of  the  costs  of  the  said  suit,  until  after 

.    .    the  trial  of  the  same  issue. 

The  Appellant  is  advised,  and  conceives  that  he  is 
aggrieved  by  the  said  order  or  decree,  and  humbly 
appeals  therefrom  to  your  Lordships,  and  prays  that  the 
same  may  be  reversed  for  the  following  (amongst  other) 
Reasons : — First.  Because  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
to  show  that  the  award  of  the  A.rchbishop  of  Canter* 
bury  and  the  other  persons,  or  a  competent  number  of 
them,  mentioned  in  the  Act  87 th  Hen.  8,  had  actually* 
been  made  of  the  tenor  and  to  the  effect  stated  in  the 
Appellant  8  bill,  and  although  the  actual  enrolment  of 
the  award  is  not  now  to  be  found  or  accounted  for,  yet, 
after  a  lapse  of  nearly  three  hundred  years,  positive 
evidence  of  the  formal  act  and  ceremony  of  enrolment 
ought  to  have  been  and  must  be  presumed. 

Secondly.  Because  the  presumption  of  enrolment  is, 
under  the  circumstances^  and  after  so  great  a  lapse  of 
time,  a  presumption  of  law,  and  not  a  mere  presumption 
of  fact  to  be  found  and  formed  by  a  jury. 

Thirdly.  Because  a  jury  can  have  no  better  or  other 
means  of  forming;  a  judgment  on  the  question  sent  to 
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them  tban  the  Court  bad  ;  there  can  be  no  parol  evi-       1 83o. 
dence  in  the  case  on  which  a  jury  could  be  required  to  ma^oucall 
decide  with  reference  to  the  character  or  credit  of         ^• 
conflicting  witnesses. 

Fourthly.  Because  the  existence  of  the  law,  and  he 
usage  of  the  city  of  London  founded  on  and  derived 
from  the  statute  97  Hen.  8,  and  the  award,  and  the 
judgments  and  decisions  of  the  several  courts  of  law 
and  equity,  recognizing  the  law  on  the  subject,  are 
matters  of  public  notoriety. 

The  Respondent  is  advised,  and  humbly  insists,  that 
the  said  order  or  decree  ought  to  be  affirmed,  for  the 
following  amongst  other  reasons :  First,  that  the  said 
Appellant  not  having  proved  that  the  said  decree  had 
been  duly  enrolled,  and  not  having  proved  any  facts 
or  circumstances  from  which  such  enrolment  could  be 
judicially  presumed,  the  only  order  he  was  entitled  to 
was  an  order  giving  him  an  opportunity  to  try  that 
fact. 

Secondly,  That  it  having  been  alleged  upon  the  hear* 
ing  of  the  said  cause,  that  the  Respondent  was,  as  in 
fact  be  was,  prepared  with  evidence  to  prove  that  the 
said  decree  had  never  been  enrolled,  the  Appellant  was 
not  entitled,  in  contradiction  to  the  evidence  in  the 
cause,  to  call  upon  the  Court  to  assume  that  such 
decree  had  been  enrolled. 

The  Cause  was  heard  on  the  ISth  December  1830,  i*  i>ec-  isao. 
in  the    presence  of  the  Judges  who  had  been  sum-     Ju«to»on'- 
moned  to  attend  on  the  motion  of  Lord  Wynford ;  and 
on  the  1 4th  the  Judgment  of  the  House  was  given. 

The  Earlof  Eldon. — My  Lords,  this  is  a  cause  in 
which  the  Appellant  filed  his  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery^ stating  that  he  was  seised  and  possessed  of  the 
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f  830.  Mj  noble  and  learned  friend  has  said  that  he  never 

mIooovgall  ^^^^  presuming  an  act  of  parliament  was  presumption 
«•  run  mad.  Talking  about  presuming  acts  of  parliament 
I  may  say  that  I  have  heard  a  noble  Judge  once  at 
Nisi  Priu8»  and  afterwards,  with  more  advice,  in  the 
King's  Bench,  state  that  he  would  presume  200  Acts 
of  Parliament;  and  Lord  Kenyon  stated  that  that 
was  but  a  short  mode  of  expressing  what  he  meant, 
and  only  a  strong  mode  of  putting  a  fact  that  was 
beyond  dispute*  Some  mistake  has  arisen  upon  an 
issue  directed  by  my  learned  friend  near  me,  {tka  Lord 
Chief  Baron),  as  if  he  had  directed  an  issue  of  this 
sort.  My  learned  friend  directed  no  such  isitue.  My 
learned  friend  seems  to  me  to  have  assumed  there 
altogether  tiiat  the  deed  was  properly  enrolled,  for  the 
issue  directed  by  my  learned  friend  was  not  whether 
there  had  beeti  such  a  decree  as  this  enrolled,  but 
whether  the  parties  were  excused  l^  a  partieular  custom 
in  that  parish  from  paying  according  to  the  original 
decree.  NoW  I  take  it^  the  issue  directed  by  the 
Chief  Baron  would  be  quite  idle  if  the  decree  had 
nev^  been  enrolled. 

I  ought,  perhaps,  after  the  excellent  judgment  and 
opinion  pronounced  by  my  noble  and  learned  friend, 
to  ajiKilOgise  for  sayiiig  a  single  word ;  but  as  this  is 
a  l:}uestioil  of  very  general  importance  in  the  city  of 
London,  and  had  much  agitated  the  City,  I  thougirt 
I  was  bound  to  take  up6n  myself  my  share  of  stating, 
as  shortly  as  I  could,  without  doubt  and  hesitation, 
what  was  my  opinion;  and  I  shall  only  add,  that  for  the 
reasons  my  noble  and  learned  friend  has  given  better 
than  I  could  do,  I  entirely  concur  in  the  judgment  he 
proposes  your  Lordships  should  pronounce. 

Judgment  of  the  court  below  reversed. 
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APPEAL^ 

FROM   THE    COURT   OF   SESSION. 

DouGLAb  AtTD  OTUEttS)  (Assignees  ofl 
John  SteiD)    Thdbifts  Smithy   Rohevt  fJ^Uants. 
Stein,  James  Stein  and  Robert  Smith)] 

BuoWN  AND  Gibson  Craig,  (Trusteesl 
for  the  Creditors  of  John  Stein  and  I  jj^^aou^juw. 
jR^obert  Stein  &  Co.  Distillers  at  Canon-  '^^^ 
mills  and  Kilbagie) 

A  tnitft-dee<i  for  Uke  benefit  of  Scotch  iA^dkciliB,  made  by  one 
of  three  partnen  in  two  Scotch  firmb^  all  of  whom  are  abo 
paftaers  in  Eaglish  firms,  is  not  such  an  act  in  the  ordt-* 
nary  course  of  the  partnership  business  as  to  be  vaUd 
against  the  other  two  partners,  or  their  representatives ;  and 
the  assignees  under  a  general  commission  of  bankrupt 
against  all  ciainnot  homologate  it.  The  rules  of  English 
law  are  matters  of  evidence  in  Scotch  conrts ;  but  the 
fiouse  of  Ldtds^  ftiltmg  as  a  eoart  bf  appeal  fh^  the  deci- 
non  of  a  Scotch  court,  is  equally  an  English  as  a  Scotch 
court,  and  wiU  act  on  its  own  knowledge  of  English  law, 
and  not  be  bound  by  the  report  of  that  law  made  by 
English  lawyers  to  the  Scotch  courts. 


32  l^ftbninry 
1831. 

Bankruptcy. 

Partnerbhip. 

Foreisa  Law. 

Evidence, 


The  facts  of  this  case,  do  far  as  they  relate  to  the 
judgm^t  in  the  Houi^  of  Lords,  were  these :— John, 
Robert,  and  James  Stein  carried  on,  in  partnership,  for 
many  years  priot  to  iSll^,  the  business  of  distillers  at 
Canonmills  near  Edinburgh,  under  the  firm  of  John 
Stein,  and  at  Kilbagie  under  the  firm  of  Robert  Stein  & 
Co. ;  they  were  also  partners  in  the  banking  concerns 
bf  Scott,  Smith,  Stein  k  Co.  of  Edinburgh,  and  of 
Stein,  Smith  &  Co.  of  London.  On  the  3Sd  July  181S, 
the  London   banking-house  stopped   payment,   and 
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1831. 

D0U0LA9 

and  others 

V. 

BaowN 
and  others. 


notice  of  that  event  having  been  despatched  to  Scot- 
land, the  Edinburgh  banking-house  stopped  payment 
also.     Four  separate  commissions  veere  immediately 
taken  out  against  Robert  Stein^  Thomas  Smith,  James 
Stein,  and  Robert  Smith.    A  meeting  of  the  distillery 
creditors  veas  held  at  Edinburgh  on  the  3d  of  August 
1812 ;  and  on  the  6th  of  August  John  Stein,  the  prin- 
cipal partner  in  the  distillery  concerns,  and  the  only 
partner  on  the  spot,  executed  a  deed  of  trust,  by  which) 
in  the  name  of  the  companies,  he  conveyed  the  whole 
heritable  and  moveable  estates  of  the  companies  to 
Messrs.  Brown  and  Gibson,  (afterwards  Gibson  Craig), 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Scotch  creditors.     On  the  day 
after  executing  this  deed  John  Stein  set  off  for  London. 
On  the  11th  of  August  a  joint  commission  was  sued  out 
against  him  and  the  other  four  partners  in  the  banking 
concerns.    The  four  separate  commissions  were  super- 
seded at  the  same  time.  ^  The  trustees  had  undertaken 
and  performed  the  trusts  under  the  deed  of  the  6th  of 
August,  and  communications  between  them  and  Messrs. 
Cuthbert,  Smith  and  Duval,  the  then  London  assignees, 
had  taken  place.    Among  these  was  a  letter,  dated 
1st  September  1812,  written  by  the  London  assignees, 
in  which  they  desired  Mr.  Gibson,  on  their  behalf,  to 
take  possession  of  what  belonged  to  the  bankrupts,  and 
gave  him  certain  directions  about  sending  part  of  the 
effects  (the  produce  of  the  distillery)  to  the  English 
market    They  also  desired  certain  things  to  be  done ; 
and  added,  '^.  We  request  of  you  therefore,  as  attorney 
"  for  us,  to  regulate  accordingly."   The  present  Appel- 
lants were  subsequently  appointed  assignees  under  the 
joint  commission. 

The  questions  raised  were,  first,  whether  the  trust- 
deed  of  the  6.th  August  was  valid ;  secondly,  whether 
the  London  assignees  h^d  homologated  or  confirmed  it, 
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and  thereby  authorized  the  defenders  to  act  under  it  as 
trustees  for  the  Scotch  creditors ;  or,  thirdly,  whether 
the  deed  was  not  utterly  invalid  as  a  fraudulent  pre- 
ference of  particular  creditors,  and  whether  the  de- 
fenders were  not  bound  to  account  to  the  Appellantls 
for  all  monies  received  by  the  Defenders  as  agents  and 
attomies  for  the  assignees. 

The  case  having  come  before  the  Scotch  courts,  on  an 
action  to  reduce  the  deed  of  trust,  a  letter  of  26th  Sep- 
tember 181S,  from  the  London  assignees  to  the  De- 
fenders was  relied  on  by  the  latter,  to  show  that  the 
assignees  had  recognized  them  in  the  capacity  of  trus- 
tees, and  had  therefore  homologated  the  trust-deed, 
so  as  to  make  it  binding  as  against  themselves  and 
the  English  creditors.  That  letter  was  as  follows: 
Gentlemen,  being  satisfied  that  the  distillery  con- 
cerns at  Canonmills  and  Kilbagie  were  carried  on 
**  by  Messrs.  John,  Robert  and  James  Stem,  distinct 
*^  from  the  concern  in  Fenchurch-street  under  the  firm 
of  Stein,  Smith  &  Co.,  and  that  the  creditors  of  the 
distillery  companies  have  a  preference  on  the  effects 
belonging  thereto  we  hereby  authorize  you  to  pay 
'^  the  distillery  creditors  the  amount  of  their  debts,' 
''  taking  care,  in  the  first  instance,  to  ascertain  the 
"  exact  amount  of  such  debts." — It  was  signed  by 
Messrs.  Cuthbert,  Smith  and  Duval. 

Lord  Corehouse,  the  Ordinary  in  the  cause,  pro- 
nounced the  following  interlocutor : — *'  l6th  May 
**  1828.  The  Lord  Ordinary  having  considered  the 
<<  revised  cases,  and  whole  process,  appoints  the  parties 
•*  to  prepare  and  lodge  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  Eng- 
**  lish  counsel  upon  the  question,  whether,  on  the  sup- 
position that  the  letter  from  Messrs.  Cuthbert,  Smith 
and  Duval  to  the  Defenders,  dated  26th  September, 
''  is  held  to  import  an  authority  to  the  Defenders  to 
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^*  settle  wiA  the  distilleiy  creditors  in  the  capacity  of 
<^  trustee^,  and  of  consequence  to  be  a  }iomologation 
''  of  the  trust-deed  to  that  qflfect,  such  authority  is  by 
^'  the  law  of  England  binding  on  the  creditors  of  Scott, 
**  Smith,  3tein  &  Co. ;  ai^d  on  the  present  assignees 
^^  the  pursuers  of  this  action,  reference  being  had  to  all 
"  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  in  particular  to 
**  the  H)eeting  of  creditors  held  upon  the  9th  of  that 
"  month.''  The  oqly  creditors  who  who  appeared  to 
have  met  op  that  occasion,  or  who  had  signed  the 
i^inutes  of  that  meeting,  were  James  Cuthbert  and  hiq 
pfiurtper ;  and  by  that  piinute  they  resolved  to  authorize 
and  eqipower  the  assignees  **  to  commence,  prosecutQ 
''  pr  d^feqd  apy  suit  pr  suits  at  law  or  in  eqpi^,  or 
^'  any  other  proceedings  in  England  or  Scotland,  for 
'^  the  jr^pvery  or  defence  of  apy  part  of  the  said  baqk- 
'^  rupt^i  fAtate  and  effects,  or  either  of  them,  or  to  com- 
'^  PQiiJPid,  subpit  to  arbitration,  or  otherwise  agree  to 
*^  apy  Watter,  cause  or  thing  relating  thereto." 

Under  tbi3  ^ire^Xiw^  pf  the  Lord  Ordinary  die  fol- 
lowipg  ppwipQ  ^W  given  : 

'<  Oq  the  fiuppp^tipii  that  the  letter  from  Messrs. 
««  Cuthbert,  S«ii^  and  Puyal,  tP  the  Pefenders,  dated 
^'  th9  ^(ith  September  1812^  is  held  to  import  an  au- 
"  thority  to  the  Defenders  tp  settle  with  the  distillery 
"  creditors  in  the  capacity  of  trustee^,  and  of  oonse** 
qpenca  %o  be  a  homologation  of  the  trust-deed  to 
that  effect,  I  am  pf  opinion  that  spch  authority  is 
by  the  law  pf  Gnglwd  binding  on  the  creditor^  of 
**  Scott,  Smithy  St^n  S^  Co.,  and  on  the  present  assig- 
<^  nees,  the  pnrsuer^  in  the  action,  reference  being  had 
to  all  the  circnnistance^  of  the  cas^i  and  in  particular 
tp  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  of  creditor&i  held  upon 

the  9th  of  that  month. 

^'  With  regard  to  the  obligation  of  this  transaction 
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upon  the  fisaig*nee8  10  such  their  character  aa  Banlff- 
nees,  and  individually  a9  creditors,  there  could  not 
be  a  question  either  in  law  or  in  equity. 
"  With  regard  to  the  creditors  generally,  the  ques- 
tion involves  in  a  conclusion  rather  of  fact  than  of 
law. 

"  Assignees  under  a  commission  of  bankrupt  have 
the  complete  legal  authority  and  title  charged  with 
a  trust  or  duty  to  use  them  beneficially  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  commission.  They  are  prima  Jacie  fully 
competent  to  bind  the  creditors  at  their  (the  assig- 
nees) own  discretion,  and  without  any  previous  or 
express  sanction  either  of  CQmmissi<mers  or  of  cre- 
ditors, except  in  those  particular  instances  in  which 
such  sanction  is  required  by  the  statute  6th  Ceo.  IV, 
c.  16,  8.  88,  viz.  compounding  with  a  debtor,  giving 
time,  taking  security,  submitting  to  arbitration,  and 
commencing  suits  in  equity,  or  any  other  act  re- 
lating to  the  property  vested  in  or  claimed  by  them. 
What  absolute  owners  or  claimants  may  do,  they  may 
do  effectually  and  conclusively,  provided  it  be  for  the 
benefit,  or  rather  not  to  the  detriment  of  the  cre- 
ditors ;  themselves  at  all  events  they  bipd ;  and  if  no 
creditor  or  creditors  come  forward  to  complain,  the 
act  done  is  good  to  all  intents  and  purposes  both  in 
law  and  in  equity.  If  the  question  were  agitated  in 
this  country  it  would  stand  thus  i-^Creditors,  one  or 
more  of  them,  would  complain  either  in  a  court  of 
equity,  or  to  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  Chan- 
cellor in  bankruptcy,  that  the  assignees  had  abused 
their  legal  dominion  to  the  prejudice  of  the  interests 
of  such  creditor  or  creditors.  The  prima  facia  legal 
validity  of  the  transaction  would  be  recognized ;  the 
question  would  be,  is  it  detrimental  or  not  to  those 
on  whose  behalf  the  assignees  have  thus  been  act- 
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ing  ?  Upon  this  question,  as  upon  a  matter  of  fac^ 
^*  the  Court  would  direct  a  reference,  either  to  the  com- 
missioners,  or  to  a  Master  in  Chancery ;  and  upon 
their  return,  yea  or  nay,  to  such  inquiry,  would  make 
its  final  adjudication.  If  this  question  were  referred 
to  me,  or  if  in  this  case  I  am  to  be  taken  as  exer- 
cising a  similar  function,  I  should,  under  all  the  <»r- 
**  cumstances  of  the  case,  without  hesitation,  affirm 
that  the  assignees  and  creditors  were  bound,  holding 
first  the  assignees  to  be  legally  competent  to  homo- 
logate the  trust-deed ;  and,  secondly,  that  there  was 
not  in  the  mode  of  exercising,  or  in  the  circumstances 
attending  such  exercise,  any  incident  upon  which 
^*  the  creditors  were  entitled  to  disaffirm  it" 

On  this  opinion  being  returned  to  Scotland,  the 
Lord  Ordinary  (Corehouse)  pronounced  an  inter- 
locutor, by  which  it  was  declared,  "  that  by  the  law 
*^  of  England  the  pursuers,  as  assignees  of  Stein,  Smith 
^*  &  Co.,  acting  for  themselves  and  for  the  creditors  of 
«  the  company,  had  power  to  homologate  the  trust- 
deed  executed  by  John  Stein  in  favour  of  the  De- 
fenders for  behoof  of  the  creditors  of  the  distillery 
companies ;  that  the  pursuers  did  homologate  that 
trust-deed,  to  the  effect  of  authorizing  the  Defenders 
to  realize  and  distribute  the  funds  of  the  diatillery 
companies,  and  for  that  purpose  to  ascertain  the 
claims  against  the  companies,  and  to  settle  with  the 
*^  creditors ;  that  the  Defenders  are  bound  to  account 
to  the  Pursuers  for  their  actings  and  intromissions 
only  in  the  character  and  with  the  privilege  of  trus- 
<<  tees  under  the  said  trust-deed,  and  therefore  assoil- 
^*  zies  the  Defenders  from  the  reductive  conclusions^  of 
'^  the  libel."  This  interlocutor  had  been  adhered  to 
by  the  first  division  of  the  Court  of  Session  after  ap* 
peal  and  argument  thereon.    The  case  now  came  on 
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to  be  heard  at  the  bar  of  the  House  of  Lords  on  an       issr. 

appeal  against  this  interlocutor;  and  the  same  points  Douglas 

which  bad.  been  discussed  in  the  Court  below  were  and  others 

ar^ed  before  their  Lordships.  Browv 

and  otben. 

The  Lord Chancelhr : — In  this  case  I  am  released  ^^-f '» ^^^* 
from  considerable  difficulty,  for  I  can  altogether  put 
out  of  view  the  complicated  accounts  between  the  par- 
ties. I  come  at  once,  therefore,  to  that  which  has 
been  the  foundation  of  the  judgment  in  the  Court 
below.  The  Lord  President  admitted,  that  if  the 
Ekiglish  counsel  had  stated  the  English  law  to  be  dif- 
ferent, a  different  complexion  might  have  been  given  to 
th^  business.  The  Lord  Corehouse  rested  his  inter- 
locutor on  the  same  ground ;  namely,  on  the  opinion 
of  the  English  counsel,  as  to  what  was  the  English  law. 
Now  the  question  here  seems  to  me  to  be,  whether  we 
are  to  be  bound  by  the  opinion  as  to  the  English  law  ? 
This  Court,  which  is  both  an  English  and  a  Scotch 
Court,  has  the  power  to  import  into  the  case  its  know- 
ledge of  English  law,  and  as  a  Court  of  Appeal  to  act 
upon  that  knowledge.  We  must  not  indeed  govern 
cases  of  Scotch  law  by  the  decisions  and  rules  of  the 
English  law,  and  he  who  should  attempt  to  do  so 
would  act  unwisely,  improperly  and  illegally ;  but  in 
the  present  instance  we  may  act  upon  the  English  law, 
for  the  English  law  is  here  in  question.  In  the  Scotch 
Courts  English  law  is  a  matter  of  evidence,  and  the 
evidence  of  what  it  is  must  be  sent  there  from  England. 
The  opinions  of  English  lawyers  upon  English  law 
become  therefore  in  Scotch  Courts  matters  of  fact, 
and  are  so  received ;  but  how  stands  the  case  here  in 
the  Court  of  Appeal,  where  the  Judges  are  at  once 
Judges  of  English  and  of  Scotch  law  ?  Is  it  not  some- 
what of  a  subdety  to  say,  tiiat  though  I  am  an  English 
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1831.  lawyer,  I  sit  here  on  Scotch  appeals  as  a  Scotch  law- 
Douglas  7^^  ^"^^Xj  ^^^  ^^^^  i  ^^ive  therefore  only  a  right  to  look 
vad  others  to  the  report  of  the  English  law,  made  by  an  English 
Paowv  lawyer,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  I 
were  a  Scotch  Judge  sitting  in  a  Scotch  Court,  and 
bound  so  to  receive  it  I  think  that  I  am  by  no  means 
called  on  to  do  so ;  and  I  take  the  analogy,  which  seems 
to  me  to  be  very  strong,  of  a  case  under  the  civil  law, 
which  in  the  common-law  courts  of  this  country  is 
considered  as  foreign  law,  and  the  rules  of  which  are 
therefore  made  matter  of  evidence.  When  such  a  case 
arises  in  our  common-law  courts  the  Judges  send  to 
the  Bishop  for  his  certificate  of  the  civil  law.  By  that 
certificate,  as  Judges  of  the  courts  of  common  law,  they 
are  bound ;  but  suppose  the  certificate  to  state  the  civil 
law  wrongly,  and  that  the  same  question  should  after- 
wards come  before  tbe  Court  of  Appeal ;  that  Court 
we  know  consists  of  common-law  Judges,  and  of 
Judges  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts.  Now  I  will  sup- 
pose the  certificate  to  have  been  manifestly  wrong, 
would  not  Sir  J.  NichoU,  sitting  in  the  Court  of  Dele- 
gates, correct  the  error,  and  set  his  brethren  of  the 
common-law  right  on  the  subject?  Certainly  he  would. 
In  the  same  manner  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  would  act  if  they  were  placed  as  a  Court  of 
Appeal  under  similar  circumstances.  What  then,  I 
ask,  is  the  law  of  England  with  reference  to  this  case? 
It  is  perfectly  true  that  one  partner  can  bind  the  other 
in  all  ordinary  transactions,  but  that  is  not  the  case 
here.  The  creation  of  trusts  by  the  trust*deed  is  not 
one  of  the  ordinary  transactions  of  a  partnership.  The 
original  validity  of  the  trust-deed  therefore  cannot  be 
maintained ;  that  must  be  admitted ;  and  admitting 
that,  then  the  question  comes  whether  it  has  been  since 
homologated.     That  proposition  in  fact  amounts  to 
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this,  if  it  was  not  legal  in  its  origin,  could  the  as- 
signees, who  could  not  make  it  legal  at  first,  do  so 
afterwards  ?  Ex  parte  Whitchurch,  1  Atkyns,  is  an  au- 
thority on  that  pointy  and  in  that  case  the  assignees 
were  held  not  to  have  power  to  homologate  an  autho- 
rity originally  inyalid.  I  therefore  propose  to  your 
Lordships  that  this  case  should  be  sent  back  to  the 
Court  below,  with  instructions,  that  according  to  the 
English  law  the  assignees  had  not  power  to  homolo- 
gate the  trust-deed ;  and  let  the  Court  then  proceed 
further  as  they  shall  be  advised. 
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The  iatcM'locutor  was  accordingly  ordered  to  be 
remitted  to  the  Court  below,  with  the  instruction 
proposed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 
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8th  March 
1831. 

Lessor  and 

Lessee. 
A  Reversion 
in  the  Lessor 
necessary  to 
found  the 
remedy  by 
Distress. 


ERROR- 


FROM   THE    IRISH   EXCHEQUER    CHAMBER. 


Pluck       -        -        - 

DiGOES  AND  ANOTHER 


-  Plaintiff  in  error. 

-  Defendants  in  error. 


A»9  entitled  to  a  lease  for  lives  renewable  for  ever,  assigns  the 
whole  of  his  estate  and  interest  in  the  lands  to  jB.,  reserv- 
ing a  rent,  and  a  power  of  distress  and  re-entry,  but  no 
reversion.  The  rent  being  in  arrear,  A.  distrains,  and  B. 
replevies;  A.  avows  under  the  Irish  statute  25  Geo.  2, 
c.  13,  corresponding  to  the  English  statute^  11  Geo.  % 
c*  ig,  giving  landlords  the  remedy  by  distress,  and  judg- 
ment in  the  Irish  Common  Pleas  and  Exchequer  Chamber 
for  J.  But,  on  error  by  B.  in  Dom.  Proc.  the  judgment 
reversed,  for  the  statutes  apply  only  to  those  leases  where 
there  is  a  reversion,  or  an  interest  vested  in*^the  lessor  at 
the  expiration  of  the  lease ;  and  here  there  is  no  rever- 
sion. 

Richard  chapel  whaley,  being,  in  1756, 

seised  in  fee  of  the  lands  of  Balinadoyle,  in  the 
county  of  Wicklow,  demised  the  same  at  a  yearly  rent 
of  8  /.  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  to  Edmund 
Burroughs,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  hold  the  same  for 
three  lives,  with  covenant  for  perpetual  renewal.  In 
1820,  the  interest  of  Burroughs  was  vested  in  William 
Hughes  and  Maria  his  wife,  and  in  her  sisters  Isabella, 
Ann,  aod  Harriet  Hamilton,  who  then  renewed  the 
lives  with  Ann  Richardson,  in  whom  the  interest  of 
Whaley  was  vested. 

Hughes  and  his  wife,  and  her  three  sisters,  by  in- 
dentures of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  18th  and  19th 
of  February  1821,  assigned  the  whole  of  their  estate 
and  interest  in  the  lands  to  Thomas  Pluck,  at  the  yearly 
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rent  of  6l/.  8^.  6d.  The  last-mentioned  indenture  j83i. 
purported  in  form  to  be  a  demise,  and  contained  a  co-  pluck 
Tenant  authorizing  the  releasors,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  v- 

to  enter  and  distrain  on  the  lands  in  case  of  nonpay-    and  auuthcr. 
ment  of  the  rent  within  twenty-one  days  after  the  same 
should  become  due,  and  also  for  re-entry  in  case  of         ^ 
further  nonpayment,  with  covenant  for  perpetual  re- 
newal.    Hughes  and  his  wife,  on  the  4th  September 
183S,  assigned  their  interest  or  share   to  the  three 
sisters,  Isabella,  Ann,  and  Harriet  Hamilton.   In  April 
1824,  the  Defendant  in  error,  Montgomery  Digges 
intermarried  with  Isabella  Hamilton,  at  which  time 
the  interest  of  Thomas  Pluck  was  vested  in  the  Plain- 
tiff in  error,  Patrick  Pluck,  who  was  then  in  possession 
of  the  lands. 

On  the  25th  November  1824,  Digges  and  his  bailiff, 
White,  the  other  Defendant  in  error,  entered  on  the  lands, 
and  distrained  the  cattle  of  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  then 
pasturing  on  the  lands,  as  a  distress  for  rent  alleged  to 
be  due.  The  Plaintiff  in  error  replevied,  and  in  Hilary 
Term  1825  filed  his  declaration  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  against  the  Defendants  in  error  for  the  distress* 

To  this  declaration  avowries  and  cognizances  to  the 
following  effect  were  put  in  by  the  said  Defendants, 
as  landlords  of  the  said  premises,  under  the  statute  of 
the  25  Geo.  2,  c.  13,  (corresponding  English  statute, 
11  Geo.  2,  c.  19.) 

first,  the  Defendant  Montgomery  Digges,  in  right 
of  his  wife  Isabella  avowed,  and  as  bailiff  of  Ann  and 
Harriet  Hamilton,  and  the  said  Defendant  Thomas 
White,  as  bailiff  of  said  Montgomery  Digges  and 
Isabella  his  wife,  Ann  and  Harriet  Hamilton,  acknow- 
ledged the  taking  as  just,  because  they  allege  that 
Plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  said  taking,  held  and  enjoyed 
said  lands  for  one  year  and  a  half  before  elapsed,  and 
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1831.      ending  on  the  29th  September  18S4,  as  tenant  thereof 
'T"'^    '      to  the  said  Montgomery  Digges  and  Isabella  Digges, 
9.  otherwise  Hamilton,  his  wife,  and  Ann  and  Harriet 

iiD?a^ot"er.  Hamilton,  by  virtue  of  a  demise  thereof  to  him  the  said 
Patrick  Pluck  theretofore  made,  at  and  under  a  certain 
yearly  rent  therein  mentioned ;  and  because  the  sum  of 
92/.  2*.  9d.  of  the  said  rent,  for  the  space  of  one 
year  and  a  half  as  aforesaid,  on  the  29th  day  of  Sep- 
tember 1824,  was  then  in  arrear  from  the  said  Plaintift' 
to  the  said  Montgomery  Digges  and  Isabella  Digges» 
Ann,  and  Harriet  Hamilton,  the  said  Defendants,  res» 
pectively,  in  right  of  said  Isabella,  Ann,  and  Harriet 
Hamilton,  avowed  and  acknowledged  the  taking  of  the 
said  cattle  as  for  and  in  the  name  of  distress  for  said 
rent  so  due  and  in  arrear. 

The  second  avowry  and  cognizance  only  varied  from 
the  first,  by  stating  the  tenancy  to  be  by  Thomas  Pluck 
instead  of  Patrick  Pluck. 

The  third  avowry  and  cognizance  varied  from  the 
first  and  second  by  claiming  but  one  year's  rent  in 
arrear  of  said  premises,  up  to  and  for  the  25th  March 
1824,  and  as  being  due  to  the  said  Ann  Hamilton, 
Harriet  Hamilton,  and  Isabella  Digges,  otherwise 
Hamilton,  before  her  marriage  with  said  Montgomery 
Digges,  under  a  demise  from  them  to  said  Patrick 
Pluck,  and  claimed  in  their  right  accordingly. 

The  fourth  avowry  and  cognizance  varied  from  the 
third  only  by  stating  the  same  tenancy  to  be  by  Thomas 
Pluck  instead  of  Patrick  Pluck. 

The  fifth  avowry  and  cognizance  varied  from  the 
former,  by  claiming  one  half  year's  rent  of  said  pre- 
mises only,  ending  the  29th  September  1824,  under 
the  same  demise  and  tenancy  as  in  said  first  avowry 
and  cognizance,  and  the  tenancy  is  laid  in  said  Patrick 
Pluck. 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR.  IBS 

The  sixth  avowry  and  cognizance  is  similar  to  the        i63ik 
fifth,  except  that  it  lays  the  demise  in  Thomas  Pluck.         p^^^.^ 

To  ^ese  several  avowries  and  cos:nizances  the  Plain-      ^  «"• 
tiff  pleaded  in  bar,    first  and  second,  that  the  said    and  another. 
Defendants  were  not  bailiffs,  as  they  alleged. 

Thirdly,  riens  in  arrear,  as  to  the  said  rents  so 
claimed  to  be  due  to  the  said  Montgomery  Digges  and 
Isabella  his  wife,  and  Ann  and  Harriet  Hamilton. 

Fourthly,  that  Plaintiff  did  not  hold  the  premises 
under  any  of  the  alleged  demises. 

Fifthly,  that  Thomas  Pluck  did  not  hold  the  said 
premises  under  any  of  the  said  alleged  demises* 

Issues  having  been  joined  on  these  pleas,  the  cause 
was  tried  at  the  summer  assises  for  the  county  of  Wick^ 
low,  when  the  above-mentioned  indentures  were  pro- 
duced and  given  in  evidence.  .  The  Plaintiff's  counsel 
insisted  that  upon  that  evidence  the  Judge  ought  to 
direct  the  jury  to  find  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  learned 
Judge  on  the  contrary  gave  it  as  his  opinion  that  the 
evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to 
a  verdict,  or  to  bar  the  Defendants  from  maintaining 
their  avowries  and  cognizances,  and  directed  the  jury 
accordingly ;  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Defend-^ 
ants,  and  the  rent  in  arrear  as  reserved  by  the  inden- 
tures of  the  18th  and  19th  February  1821  was  assessed 
at  87 1'  To  this  opinion  and  direction  a  bill  of  ex- 
exceptions  was  tendered  and  sealed,  and  came  on  for 
argument  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Easter 
Term  1826,  when  the  exceptions  were  overruled  by 
a  majority  of  the  Judges ;  and  on  error  brought  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  the  judgment  was  affirmed  by 
a  majority  of  that  court,  and  thereupon  the  Plaintiff 
brought  his  writ  of  error  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and 
it  was  submitted  on  his  behalf  that  the  judgment  ought 
to  be  reversed  for  the  following  reasons : 
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1831.  First,  Because  tbe  indenture  of  the  19th  of  February 

PivcK       1S21,  although  in  terms  it  purports  to  be  a  lease  of 

^  «•  the  lands  therein  mentioned*  yet,  as  it  transferred  the 

and  aoQtber.   wnole  estate  and  term  of  tbe  grantors  m  the  premises, 

operated   in  law    as    an  assignment  of  their  estate 

therein,  and  not  as  an  under-lease  to  the  grantee  ;  and 

consequently,  at  the  time  of  making  the   distress  in 

question,  and  while  the  said  rent  was  accruing,  the 

said  lands  were  not  held  by  the  plaintiff,  or  Thomas 

Pluck,  as  tenant  under  any  of  the  several  demises  in 

the  pleadings  alleged : 

Secondly,  Because,  since  the  statute  of  Quia  Entp* 
tores  a  reversion  in  the  lessor  immediately  expectant 
on  the  demised  term  is  necessary,  to  constitute  the 
relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  between  the  parties : 

Thirdly,  Because  though  an  interest  had  been  shown 
to  have  passed  under  the  said  deed,  no  estoppel  or  con- 
clusion was  thereby  created  to  preclude  the  Plaintiff 
from  denying  that  he  held  as  tenant  under  it,  nor  from 
showing  by  extrinsic  evidence,  that  the  term  thereby 
conveyed,  comprehended  and  passed  the  whole  estate, 
term,  and  interest  which  the  grantors  then  had  in  the 
lands : 

Fourthly,  Because  the  rent  avowed  for  under  the  sta- 
tute in  this  case,  and  payable  under  the  said  deed,  was 
a  rent-charge  and  not  a  rent-service,  to  which  latter 
species  of  rent  alone  the  Irish  statute  of  25  Geo.  2, 
c.  13,  relieving  landlords  or  lessors  from  the  necessity 
of  setting  out  their  title,  applies,  and  is  confined : 

Fifthly,  Because  the  Defendants,  and  those  in  whose 
right  they  claimed  the  said  rent,  not  having  any  rever- 
sionary estate  in  the  premises  at  the  time  of  making 
the  distress  in  question,  were  not  entitled  to  avow 
generally,  but  were  bound  to  have  shown  and  specially 
pleaded  their  title  thereto : 
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,   Sixthly,  Because  a  party  cannot  stand  at  the  same       issi. 
time  in  the  situation  of  assicrnee  of  a  lessee^s  estate      tT' 

'^  Pluck 

and  interest,  and  liable,  as  such,  to  the  head  landlord,  v. 

under  the  covenants  and  contract  under  such  head-   andano^te-. 
lease;    and   also,,  as   under-lessee  to  his   immediate 
grantor,  and  liable  under  his  contract  i^eith  him  as 
such  : 

Seventhly,  Because,  even  supposing  that  the  Plaintiff 
is  to  be  considered  as  estopped  from  denying  that 
Thomas  Pluck  and  his  assigns  held  the  lands  as  tenants 
under  the  alleged  demise  of  the  19th  February  I8SI9 
yet  he  is  at  liberty  to  insist  and  show  that  he  did 
not  hold  same  at  the  time  of  making  the  distress  in 
question,  as  tenant  under  any  of  the  demises  in  the 
pleadings  alleged,  inasmuch  as  that  indenture  pur- 
ports to  be  a  demise  by  William  Hughes  and  Maria  his 
wife,  Isabella,  Harriet,  and  Ann  Hamilton,  to  Thomas 
Pluck  and  his  assigns :  whereas  the  tenancy  alleged 
in  the  pleadings  was  under  a  different  contract  and 
tenure,  although  the  deed  of  the  4th  September  1822, 
was  inoperative  to  pass  any  estate  or  interest  in  the  re- 
version of  the  said  lands  from  the  said  William  Hughes 
and  Maria  his  wife,  they  not  having  any  estate  or  in- 
terest in  such  reversion  to  transfer  by  the  said  deed. 

When  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  no  case  was  made,  nor  did  any  counsel  appear 
for  the  Defendants  in  error ;  and  Sir  E.  Sugden,  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff,  stated  that  notice  had  been  given  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendant  in  error,  that  no  attempt  would 
be  made  to  support  the  judgment.  He  then  briefly 
stated,  the  case,  and  referred  to  the  statutes  by  which  it 
was  governed,  and  cited  the  case  of  fVoolpitt  v.  Clark^ 
1  Bos.  &  Pul.  N.  R.  as.  the  leading  authority  on  the 
subject 
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1831.  Lord  T€»/enfei9 :— -As  the  Defendant  in  error   Has 

Pluck      g^^en  notice  that  he  does  not  mean  to  defend  the  case, 
^'         it  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  hear  the  case  for  the  Plaintiff 
und  another,   in  error,  any  further  dian  to  satisfy  us  that  diere  is  good 
March  1831 .  gTound  for  reversing  the  judgment.     Speaking  with 
Judgment,    the  greatest  deference  for  the  Judges  below,    I  am 
clearly  of  opinion  that  this  judgment  ought  to  be  re- 
versed* 

The  case  is  of  this  description :  the  Defendants  in 
error  entitled  to  an  estate  for  a  term  for  lives,  with 
covenant  for  perpetual  renewal  by  deed  of  1821,  &»« 
signed  their  whde  interest  in  the  lands  to  a  person 
represented  by  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  reserving  a  renti 
and  a  power  of  distraining  for  the  rent.  The  rent 
being  in  arrear,  those  who  were  entitied  to  it  took 
a  distress,  which  the  Plaintiff  in  error  replevied,  and 
filed  his  declaration  against  tiie  Defendants  in  error. 
Avowries  and  cogniEances  were  put  in  by  the  Defend^- 
ants  under  the  Irish  statute  25  Geo.  2,  c  13,  as 
landlords  of  the  premises,  and  all  of  these  proceeded 
on  the  ground  that  the  Plaintiff  in  error  held  as  tenant 
By  the  common  law  both  in  England  and  Ireland, 
a  person  entering  upon  land  and  taking  a  distress  wad 
bound  to  show  and  set  out  his  tide  to  the  land.  The 
English  statute  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  and  the  correspond- 
ing Irish  statute  25  Geo.  2,  c.  IS,  rdieved  landlords 
from  this  necessity,  and  ensiled  them  to  get  payment 
of  their  rents  by  a  shorter  process.  The  Irish  Act  is 
the  same  as  the  English  Act,  but  with  this  addition, 
tiiat  whereas  by  the  English  Act  you  cannot  avow 
unless  there  is  an  actual  demise,  under  tiie  Irish  Act 
the  distress  may  be  taken  in  this  short  mode,  not  only 
on  a  perfect  demise,  but  also  upon  an  imperfect  one, 
such  as  a  contract  for  a  demise.  But  by  neither  of  tiie 
acts  is  it  permitted  to  avow  for  a  rent-charge  upon  the 
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land  payable  to  one  who  has  no  reversion.     Now  this       I83i. 
cannot  be  considered  as  rent-service,  or  as  rent  reserved       Pluck 
between  landlord  and  tenant,  as  there  can  be  no  such      _,  ^- 
rent  without  a  reversion,  or  an  interest  vesting  in  the  and  another. 
lessor  at  the  expiration  of  the  lease.     Under  this  deed 
of  1821  there  is  no  reversion,  as  the  whole  interest  is 
assigned.     The  power  of  entry  and  distress  is  reserved, 
but  there  is  nothing  to  constitute  a  reversion.    There 
is  consequently  no  rent  of  the  description  to  which  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  apply,  and  the  only  advice 
I  can  give  your  Lordships  is,  that  the  judgment  be 
reversed- 

Lord  Wynford: — I  agree  in  that  opinion;  but  I  can- 
not help  observing  that  this  is  one  of  that  description 
of  cases  which  ought  to  induce  us  to  consider  whether 
some  alteration  might  not  be  made  in  law  procedure^ 
so  as  to  prevent  parties  having  rights  from  being  de- 
prived  of  their  remedies  through  the  blunders  in  point 
of  form  of  attomies  and  counsel.  It  is  a  dreadful 
thing  to  be  obliged  for  a  defect  in  form  to  give  judg* 
ment  contrary  to  liie  real  merits  of  the  case.  There  is 
no  doubt  but  Aat  the  Defendants  in  error  in  this  case 
had  a  right  to  distrain,  and  that  they  lost  the  advan-* 
tage  of  it  solely  by  the  erroneous  mode  of  putting 
their  case  on  the  record. 

Judgment  reversed* 
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Where  a  person  placed  himself  under  the  advice  of  a  dealer 
in  English  and  foreign  funds,  and  the  latter  advised  pur- 
chases and  sales  of  stock,  and  it  afterwards  appeared  that 
these  purchases  and  sales  were  merely  nominal  transfers  and 
re-transfers  of  the  dealer's  own  stock,  the  difference  being 
settled  in  account,  it  was  held  that  the  Court  of  Equity 
rightly  interfered  to  compel  an  account  between  the  parties, 
and  to  set  aside  the  transactions  that  had  taken  place,  on  the 
ground  that  the  dealer  stood  in  a  situation  of  advantage  which 
Equity  will  not  allow  to  an  agent  in  dealing  with  his  principal. 


1  HE  substance  of  the  bill  in  this  case  was,  that  the 
Appellant,  in  1818,  carried  on  the  business  of  broker 
or  agent  for  the  sale  of  foreign  stocks  and  securities, 
and  it  alleged  that  the  Appellant  having  in  that  year 
become  acquainted  with  the  Respondent,  expressed  a 
great  desire  to  serve  him ;  had  spoken  highly  of  the 
means  which  the  Appellant's  connection  in  foreign 
countries  afforded  him  of  serving  the  Respondent ;  and 
stated  that  the  Appellant  should  have  considerable  op- 
portunities of  assisting  the  Respondent,  if  he  were 
employed  by  him  as  his  agent  in  the  purchase  of 
foreign  stock  and  that  in  consequence  the  Respondent 
did  so  employ  him,  and  that  the  Appellant  accepted 
the  ofEce  of  the  Respondent's  agent,  and  charged  him 
a  commission  upon  all  the  Appellant's  transactions  for 
him. 
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The  bill  then  stated  the  transactions  that  had  taken        i83i. 
place  between  the  parties,  and  attributed  the  Respond-    £^J!^^,ld 
ent's  having  engaged  in  them  entirely  to  advice,  which  »• 

the  bill  alleged  the  Appellant  to  have  given  upon  each 
occasion,  whether  of  sale  or  purchase :  and  it  charged, 
that  the  Respondent  would  never  have  engaged  in  any 
of  those  transactions  but  for  the  confidence  which  the 
bill  described  the  Respondent  to  have  reposed  in  the 
Appellant,  and  the  Respondents  alleged  belief  that 
the  Appellant  was  throughout  acting  as  his  agent,  and 
giving  him  honest  advice ;  and  the  bill  further  charged, 
that  the  Appellant  throughout  gave  false  advice  with 
a  view  to  his  own  profit 

With  respect  to  a  transaction  of  the  2t5th  of  May 
1818,  the  bill  stated  that  the  Respondent  was,  by  the 
Appellant's  letter  of  that  day,  induced  to  suppose  that 
the  Respondent's  French  rentes  had  been  sold  to  some 
third  person  in  the  open  market ;  but  that  he  had  lately 
discovered  that  they  were  purchased  by  the  Appellant 
himself,  and  that  the  transaction  was  fraudulent  and 
void. 

With  respect  to  three  sums  of  5,000  /.,  5,000  i,  and 
40,000/.,  Prussian  bonds,  it  was  insisted  by  the  bill, 
that  specific  bonds  to  the  amount  of  50,000  /.  ought  to 
huve  been  set  apart  for  the  Repondent,  and  kept  by 
the  Appellant  distinct  from  his  other  bonds ;  that  no 
bonds  were  set  apart;  and  that  for  want  of  such  appro- 
priation the  purchase  of  these  bonds  in  June  1818, 
and  the  sale  of  them  in  December  1818,  were  wholly 
fictitious,  and  ought  to  be  considered  null  and  void. 

With  respect  to  a  purchase  by  the  Respondent 
of  115,000  French  5  per  cent,  rentes  in  December 
1818,  and  January  and  February  1819 ;  the  sale  of 
110,000  of  those  rentes  in  May  following ;  the  pur- 
chase of  105,500  French  5  per  cent,  rentes  on  the 


190  CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 

1831.       11th  of  June  1819  ;  and  the  sale  of  those  rentes  in 
Rothschild  September  following;   the  bill  alleged  that  no  such 
V.          sales  or  purchases  ever  actually  took  place,  and  that 
RooKMA  .   4|j^,.gfQ,.g  those  transactions  were  to  be  considered  frau- 
dulent as  against  the  Respondent. 

The  bill  further  charged,  that  when  the  Respondent 
settled  the  account  in  December  1819i  and  paid  a 
balance  of  1,614/.  19^.  2d.y  he  was  ignorant  of  the 
several  circumstances  in  the  said  bill  alleged. 

The  bill  prayed  that  a  purchase  by  the  Appellant  of 
^,000  French  5  per  cent,  rentes  might  be  declared 
fraudulent  and  void,  and  that  the  Appellant  might  be 
ordered  to  transfer  into  the  name  of  the  Respondent, 
in  the  books  kept  in  France  for  that  purpose,  S0,000 
French  5  per  cent,  rentes,  or  to  pay  to  the  Respondent 
their  present  value ;  and  that  the  Appellant  might  also 
be  ordered  to  pay  to  the  Respondent  the  dividends 
which  had  accrued  since  the  purchase  of  the  said 
20,000  French  rentes  by  the  Appellant,  the  Res* 
pondent  offering  to  repay  the  purchase-mopey,  namely 
11,548  /.  Qs.  4</.,  with  interest  thereon,  at  5  per  cent* 
from  the  time  of  the  said  purchase. 

It  further  prayed  that  the  accounts  between  the 
Respondent  and  the  Appellant  might  be  opened,  and 
that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  all  the  said  dealings 
and  transactions  between  him  and  the  Appellant,  or 
between  him  and  the  Appellant  and  his  brothers;  and 
that  in  taking  that  account  the  Appellant  might  be 
charged  with  the  difference  between  41,639  A  16^.  6rf. 
the  price  at  which  he  sold  the  50,000  /.  Prussian  bonds 
to  the  Respondent,  and  37,500/.  the  price  at  which  he 
pretended  to  buy  them  back,  with  interest  from  the  Stst 
of  December  1818.    . 

And  that  the  Appellant  might  be  charged  with  the 
value  of  17,000/.  Prussian  bonds,  with  interest  at 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WmTS  OF  BRROR.  181 

5  L  p^  cent  fipom  the  time  when  die  Appellant  sold       I83i. 
the  same,  and  aho  with  the  value  to  be  then  sold,  of  Rothschild 
1 10,000  French  5  per  cent,  rentes,  with  the  dividend  ^ 

thereon  from  the  time  when  the  same  were  repre* 
aented  by  the  Appellant  to  have  been  purchased  by 
the  Respondent,  the  Respondent  offerii^  to  be  charged 
with  the  purchase-money  thereof,  with  interest  at 
5 1.  per  oent,  or  at  least  that  the  Appellaot  might  be 
charged  with  the  sum  of  1,6X4/.  19^.  S</.,  paid  to 
him  by  the  Respondent,  as  a  balance  of  account,  on 
the  10th  of  December  1818,  with  interest  from  that 
day  at  5 1,  per  cent,  per  annum ;  and  that  the  sums 
charged  to  the  Respondent  for  interest  might  be  dis- 
allowed. 

The  Appellant  answered  the  original  and  amended 
bill.  By  these  answers  he  denied  that  he  ever  carried 
on  the  business  of  a  broker ;  he  said  he  carried  on  the 
business  of  a  dealer  in  foreign  securities ;  he  denied 
all  the  allegations  tending  to  charge  him  with  having 
sought  the  confidence  of  the  Respondent;  and  he  de- 
aied  having  ever  offered  to  act  as  agent  for  the 
Respondent ;  on  the  contrary,  the  Appellant  said  that 
die  Respondent  sought  him,  not  he  the  Respondent ; 
and  he  denied  that  he  ever  charged  the  Respondent 
brokerage  or  commission  on  any  of  the  transactions 
mentioned  in  the  bill. 

With  respect  to  the  advice  which  the  Appellant  was 
alleged  to  have  given,  he  said  that  he  and  his  clerks 
were  daily  consulted  by  numbers  of  persons  at  his 
counting-house  and  upon  'Change  as  to  the  foreign 
funds,  and  it  was  therefore  utterly  impossible  for  him 
to  recoUect  what  advice  he  might  have  given  so  long 
ago,  either  to  the  Respondent  or  any  other  individual ; 
he  said,  however,  that  whatever  advice  he  gave  it 
was  always  given  bond  JidCj  and  that  so  £eir  as  he  was 
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1831.       concernedy   the    transactions   were  perfectly  regular 
Rothschild   and  fair,  and  he  had  no  doubt  but  they  were  the 
Brookmaw.    S2^™^>  so  far  as  Messrs.  De  Rothschild  of  Paris  were 
concerned. 

He  believed  that  the  Respondent,  at  the  time  he 
paid  the  balance  of  1,6H/.  19^.  ^(L  knew  all  the 
facts  he  pretended  to  have  since  discovered,  and  the 
Appellant  insisted  upon  the  account  settled  in  Decem- 
ber 18 19)  as  a  settled  account. 

The  cause,  having  been  heard,  stood  for  judgment 
on  the  l6th  of  July  1829,  when  by  a  decree  of  that 
date*  his  Honor  the  Vice-Chancellor  ordered,  that 
the  Respondent  was  entitled  to  be  paid  by  the  Appel- 
lant the  amount  of  the  dividends  which  would  have 
accrued  on  the  20,000  French  5  per  cent,  rentes,  from 
the  25th  day  of  May  1818,  down  to  the  time  wiien 
those  ifentes  should  be  re- transferred  into  his  name,  or 
the  value  thereof  paid  to  him,  and  at  his  option  to 
have  the  20,000  French  5  per  cent,  rentes  re-trans- 
ferred into  his  name  by  the  Appellant,  or  to  be  paid 
their  present  value,  the  Respondent  allowing  to  the 
Appellant  the  sum  of  1 1,548  /.  2  5.  4  d.,  and  interest 
thereon  at  5 1,  per  cent,  per  annum,  from  the  same 
25th  of  May  1818 ;  and  the  Respondent,  by  his  coan. 
sel,  electing  to  take  the  present  value  of  such  French 
5  per  cent,  rentes,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  take 
the  necessary  accounts  for  that  purpose :  it  was  also 
declared,  that  the  sale  and  purchase  of  the  40,000/., 
5,000/.  and  5,000/.  Prussian  bonds  were  not  real,  and 
that  the  Respondent  was  entitled  to  be  placed  in  the 
same  situation  as  if  the  same,  and  the  loans  connected 
therewith,  had  never  taken  place ;  and  it  was  directed 
that  the  Master  should  take  an  account  of  the  dealings 
between  the  Respondent  and  the  Appellant  in  respect 
of  such  alleged  sales  and  purchases  and  loans ;  and  that 
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whatever  the  Master  should  find  to  be  the  loss  sus-       issi. 
tained  by  the  Respondent  in  respect  of  such  dealings   rotoschild 
should  be  paid  to  him  by  the  Appellant ;  and  it  was  ^• 

declared  that  the  Appellant  was  bound  to  pay  to  the 
Respondent  the  sum  of  1,614/.  19  *.  2rf.,  which  was 
paid  to  the  Appellant  on  the  10th  of  December  1819, 
with  interest  thereon  at  5  /.  per  cent. ;  and  it  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of  such  in* 
terest  down  to  the  time  of  making  his  report ;  and,  for 
the  better  taking  these  accounts,  the  usual  directions 
were  given,  and  the  Master  was  ordered  to  tax  the 
costs  of  the  Respondent  of  the  suit,  and  that  those 
costs  should  be  paid  by  the  Appellant. 

From  the  whole  of  this  decree  the  Defendant,  Na- 
than Mayer  Rothschild,  appealed  to  their  Lordships. 

Because  the  transactions  in  question  were  in  their 
nature  such  as  not  to  be  fit  subjects  for  the  interposi- 
tion of  a  Court  of  Equity.  Because  a  settlement  of 
account  had  taken  place  in  December  1819f  four  years 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  such  settle- 
ment not  being  made  in  ignorance  of  the  facts,  ought 
to  be  deemed  final  between  the  parties,  and  because 
there  was  no  proof  whatever  of  fraud. 

For  the  Respondent  it  was  urged,  that  the  Ap- 
pellant stood  in  the  relation  of  agent  to  the  Respon- 
dent, and  while  discharging  the  duties  of  an  agent 
had  employed  the  meims  which  that  character  and  his 
own  dealings  in  stock  transactions  afforded,  to  pursue 
a  course  of  dealing  with  his  principal  which  amounted 
to  legal  fraud,  and  was  therefore  properly  the  subject 
of  die  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity. 

The  case  was  argued  at  the  bar  of  the  House  by  the 
Appellant's  counsel,  but  without  hearing  counsel  for 
the  Respondent  judgment  was  given. 

VOL.  II.  o 
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1831.  Lord  fVynfard: — ^This  is  a  case  of  considerable  im» 

BoTHscHiLD  portance;  but  if  the  circumstances  of  it  strike  tke 
Q  *'  minds  of  others  as  they  strike  mine,  it  will  not  be  ne* 
Maich  14.  <2Ci3^n^  fof  y<>ur  Lordships  to  call  on  the  Respondents 
Judgment,  couusel^  for  I  think  that  there  is  not  the  least  pretence 
to  set  aside  this  judgment  of  the  Court  below.  I  wish 
to  make  one  or  two  preliminary  observations  on  the 
case,  before  I  state  to  your  Lordships  the  reason  why 
I  think  that  this  decree  ought  to  be  affirmed.  In  the 
first  place,  I  think  it  necessary  to  say,  that  there  is  bo 
ground  in  the  present  case  for  accusing  the  Appellant 
of  any  actual  fraud.  With  respect  to  one  of  these  par- 
ties, it  is  clear  that  he  is  a  most  desperate  gambler  in 
the  funds,  and  he  now  seems  to  have  met  with  that 
fate  which  always  does  attend,  sooner  or  later,  most 
of  such  persons.  To  the  man  who,  not  being  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Stock  Exchange,  will  gamble  in  the  funds, 
ruin  is  certain,  and  the  only  question  in  his  case  must 
be,  the  question  of  the  time  at  which  that  inevitable 
ruin  will  come  upon  him.  It  is  clear  that  in  most  of 
these  stock  transactions  the  Respondent  has  acted 
under  the  advice  of  the  Appellant,  whom  he  trusted 
as  his  agent,  and  I  think  that  that  advice  has  not  been 
given  unfairly.  I  have  no  doubt  that  what  has  been 
stated  at  the  bar  upon  this  subject  is  perfectly  true, 
that  many  others  would  have  acted  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  the  Appellant  has  done.  God  forbid  I  should 
say  that  when  men  come  to  persons  in  the  situation  of 
this  Appellant  for  advice  on  subjects  with  which  they 
are  most  intimately  acquainted,  they  will  take  advan- 
tage of  that  circumstance  to  give  advice  that  can  only 
tend  to  their  own  benefit,  at  &e  cost  of  those  who  ap- 
ply to  them  for  it ;  but  the  law  your  Lordships  are 
called  on  to  administer  is  a  law  of  jealousy,  and  it 
will  not  allow  any  man  to  be  trusted  with  power  to 
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take  advantage  of  the  weakness  or  ignorance  of  others.  I85i. 
In  every  one  of  these  transactions  the  Appellant  has  itoTHscHitu 
had  the  opportunity  to  do  this,  and  though  I  believe  «• 
he  is  not  capable  of  doing  it,  we  must  deal  with  him 
as  we  should  do  with  others,  and  say  that  he  shall 
not  put  himself  in  a  situation  where  he  could  be  able 
to  exercise  such  a  power.  What  are  the  facts  of  the 
case  ?  A  gentleman  living  in  the  country  applies  to 
tl^  Appellant,  to  know  whether  the  Appellant  will  give 
him  advice  in  dealing  in  the  French  funds.  The  Ap^ 
pdlant  consents  to  do  so,  and  advises  him  to  sell 
some  French  Rentes,  and  purchase  some  Prussian 
BcHtds.  The  Respondent  resolves  to  act  on. this  ad^ 
vice,  and  the  Appellant  transfers  these  French  Rentes 
to  himself.  It  has  been  said,  that  if  a  man  in  the 
coantry  desires  his  bankers  in  London  to  sell  stock  for 
hinii  they  will,  if  convenient,  transfer  it  to  themselves ; 
but  I  say,  that  if  they  are  likely  to  do  this  they  ought 
not  to  be  trusted  in  such  transactions.  If  I  live  in  the 
coantry,  and  write  to  my  banker  on  such  a  subject,  I 
fancy  I  shall  have  his  assistance  and  advice,  both  of 
which  are  the  more  necessary  to  me,  as  he  must  be  well 
acquainted  with  the  state  of  the  market,  and  the  proba- 
bilities of  a  rise  or  fall  in  the  price  of  the  funds,  while  the 
distance  at  which  I  live  renders  it  impossible  for  me 
to  know  any  thing  of  the  matter.  If  the  banker,  then, 
instead  of  giving  me  the  benefit  of  his  advice  and  as- 
sistance, acts  as  he  thinks  best  for  himself,  and  takes 
the  stock  to  himself,  he  deprives  me  of  the  security  I 
ought  to  have,  enjoyed  in  the  confidence  I  have  in  his 
knowledge  and  integrity,  for  if  a  loss  arises  upon  the 
sale  of  that  stock,  I  suffer  the  loss,  and  he  takes  ad- 
vantage of  it.  For  this  reason  I  think  that  the  trans- 
action of  the  40,000  rentes  must  be  set  aside.  Then 
the  Appellant  advises  the  Respondent  to  buy  Prussian 
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1831.  bondsy  and  the  Respondent  consents.  If  the  Appel* 
Rothschild  ^^^^  ^^^  g^^^  ^^^^  the  market  and  bought  these  bonds, 
-    ^*  that  would  have  been  another  matter,  but  instead  of 

that,  he  sells  the  Respondent  his  own  Prussian  bonds 
for  these  French  rentes.  It  has  been  said  that  the 
Respondent  must  have  known  that  these  bonds  were 
the  Appellant's  own,  for  that  the  Appellant  was  known 
as  the  contractor  for  the  Prussian  loan;  but  on  the 
other  hand  it  must  be  observed,  that  it  is  very  well 
known  the  contractor  does  not  always  keep  his  own 
bonds  in  his  own  hands,  but  disposes  of  them  as  spee- 
dily as  possible  to  others.  It  does  not  follow  there- 
fore that  the  Respondent  knew  the  Appellant  was  the 
owner  of  these  bonds ;  and  besides,  when  the  Appel- 
lant gave  him  that  advice  to  sell  the  French  rentes 
and  purchase  the  Prussian  bonds,  he  had  a  right  to 
suppose  that  the  Appellant  would  make  a  real  pur- 
chase of  these  bonds.  With  respect  to  that  transac- 
tion therefore  I  think  the  judgment  of  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  was  right.  The  Appellant  was  then  or- 
dered to  buy  other  Prussian  bonds,  which  were  to 
remain  in  his  possession  till  the  debt  incurred  on  ac- 
count of  them  had  been  settled.  This,  however,  was 
not  a  case  of  lien  as  insisted  on  by  the  Appellant,  for 
this  property  was  not  kept  separate  and  distinct  from 
the  other  property  of  the  Appellant,  so  that  if  the 
Appellant  had  become  bankrupt,  these  bonds  would 
have  passed  to  his  assignees.  The  whole  transaction 
was  what  we  in  Westminster  Hall  have  been  accus-^ 
tomed  to  call  a  simulated  transaction.  It  is  said 
on  the  part  of  the  Appellant  that  this  order  did 
not  require  an  actual  delivery  of  the  bonds  at  the 
time,  but  that  it  was  sufficient  if  the  Appellant  was 
ready  to  deliver  them  over  whenever  they  should* 
be  required.    That  however  is  not  enough ;  for  as 


Bbookman. 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR.  197 

the  traDsaction  stood  between  these  parties,  I  say,  issi. 
that  if  these  bonds  had  risen  in  price,  and  the  Ap-  ^^^^^^^^^^^ 
pellant  had  failed^  the  Appellant's  assignees  would  ^  y^ 
have  been  entitled  to  the  bondsj  and  the  Respon< 
dent  would  have  lost  all  the  advantage  he  expected 
to  gain  from  them.  With  respect  to  the  purchase  of 
rentes  in  Paris,  it  appears  that  they  were  purchased 
by  the  sale  of  Prussian  bonds,  and  that  they  remained 
in  the  hands  of  Messrs.  Rothschild,  as  security  for  the 
purchase-money.  Now  the  Appellant  ought  to  have 
gone  into  the  market  at  Paris,  and  have  got  these 
rentes  fairly  transferred  to  the  name  of  the  Repondent; 
but  there  was  no  real  transfer  of  stock ;  no  stock  what- 
ever actually  passed,  but  only  a  broker's  note  was 
given  for  the  rentes  supposed  to  be  purchased.  I  think 
that  all  these  transactions  ought  to  be  set  aside ;  and 
the  next  question  therefore  is,  what  is  the  mode  of 
relief  that  ought  to  be  afforded  to  this  Respondent. 
It  seems  to  me,  that  the  mode  of  relief  directed  by  tlie 
Vice-Chancellor  is  that  which  we  ought  to  adopt. 
He  says  that  these  parties  were  not  on  an  equality 
with  respect  to  these  transactions.  That  declaration 
proceeds  on  a  principle  which  in  my  opinion  ought 
to  be  universally  known.  The  principle  is  this,  that 
no  man  ought  to  be  trusted  in  a  situation  that 
gives  him  the  opportunity  of  taking  advantage  of  the 
person  who  has  reposed  confidence  in  him.  If  such 
a  tnan,  in  such  a  situation,  performs  dny  acts  which 
are  afterwards  made  the  subject  of  legal  inquiry,  he 
must  suffer  the  consequences.  In  this  case,  the  A  pel- 
lant is  bound  to  show,  by  clear  evidence,  that  the 
Respondent  knew  at  the  time  the  real  nature  of  these 
transactions,  and  with  full  knowledge  of  their  nature 
assented  to  them.     It  seems  to  me^  that  the  Respon- 
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1831.  dent  was  necessarily  ignorant  of  their  real  nature.  He 
vtl  CTiL  ^PP^i^d  to  the  Appellant  for  advice  and  assistance,  on 
«>  account  of  his  own  ignorance,  and  that  advice  and 
assistance  ought  to  have  been  rendered  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  not  to  raise  the  slightest  suspicion  of  self- 
interest  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant.  I  will  illustrate 
my  meaning  by  a  matter  with  which,  no  doubt,  most 
of  your  Lordships  are  sufficiently  familiar.  Suppose 
I  want  to  buy  a  horse,  and  being  aware  of  my  own 
Ignorance  on  the  subject,  I  apply  to  another  person  for 
advice  and  assistance  in  the  purchase.  If  that  person 
were  to  come  to  me  and  say,  "  I  know  of  a  horse 
which  I  can  recommend  you,"  and  were  to  induce  me, 
by  the  confidence  I  had  in  his  integrity  and  skill,  both 
of  which  I  believed  him  fairly  to  employ  before  he  gave 
me  the  advice  to  purchase  the  horse,  and  if  I  were  to 
purchase  it,  and  it  should  turn  out  to  be  unsound,  and 
finally  it  should  be  discovered  that  the  horse  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  sale,  his  own  property,  do  not  your 
Lordships  think  I  should  have  a  strong  equitable  claim 
to  be  released  from  the  purchase?  In  my  opinion 
there  can  be  no  doubt  on  the  subject ;  and  I  think  it  fit 
that  your  Lordships  should  say,  in  language  which 
cannot  be  misunderstood,  that  in  these  transactions  of 
trust  and  confidence  there  must  be,  on  the  part  of  the 
person  trusted,  that  most  marked  integrity,  that  uber* 
rimajides^  which  cannot  leave  a  doubt  as  to  the  fairness 
of  the  transaction.  I  repeat,  that  I  do  not  accuse  the 
Appellant  of  having  acted  either  out  of  the  usual 
course,  or  with  bad  faith  towards  the  Respondent ;  but 
that  the  rule  which  I  have  before  mentioned,  the  rule 
which  will  not  allow  any  man  to  be  trusted  with 
a  power  that  he  may  possibly  use  to  take  advantage 
of  another,  has  not  been  acted  on  here,  and  therefore 
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I  think  the  judgment  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  has  been       issi. 

properly  given.     For  these  reasons,  I  shall  humbly  j^^^^^^^^j^ 

move  your  Lordships  that  that  judgment  be  affirmed.  _     ^* 

Judgment  affirmed  accordingly. 
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THE  EARL  OF  DEVON'S  CASE. 

The  grant  of  honours  is  not  regulated  by  the  same  law  as  the 
grant  of  lands,  and  therefore,  where  the  Crown  granted 
a  peerage  to  a  certain  person  et  heredibus  tuts  masadis 
imperpetuumt  and  the  grantee  died  without  issue,  the  title 
was  held  to  descend  to  the  male  heir  of  a  collateral  branch 
of  the  family. 

ViSCOUNTCOURTENAYinJunelastpresentedhis 
petition  to  the  King,  claiming  the  Earldom  of  DevoOy 
and  His  Majesty,  having  first  referred  the  same  to  the 
Attorney-General,  who  made  his  report  thereon,  after- 
wards referred  the  petition  and  the  report  to  the  consi- 
deration of  the  House  of  Lords.  In  pursuance  of  the 
standing  order  of  the  House  the  Claimant  submitted 
the  following  statement  of  his  case : 

In  the  first  year  of  the  reign  of  Queen  Mary,  Sir 
Edward  Courtenay,  knt.  (son  and  heir  of  Henry 
Marquis  of  Exeter  and  Earl  of  Devon,  who  was  at- 
tainted and  executed  in  the  31  Hen.  8.)  was  created 
Earl  of  Devon,  to  hold  to  him  and  his  heirs  male 
for  ever,  by  a  patent,  containing  the  following  words : 
Habendum  et  tenendum  nomen  statum  stilum  titulum 
honorem  et  dignitatem  Comitis  Devonie  predicta  cum 
omnibus  et  singuUs  preeminenciis  honoribus  et  ceteris 
guibuscunque  hujusmodi  statui  Comitis  Devonie  pertinen- 
tibus  she  spectantibus  prefato  Edwardo  et  heredibus  suis 
mascuUs  imperpetuum.  The  patent  further  went  on  to 
say,  that  the  Queen  granted  *^  to  the  aforesaid  now 
'*  Earl,  that  he  and  his  heirs  male  may  have,  hold, 
<'  enjoy  and  possess  in  all  Parliaments  and  other 
'*  places  the  same  pre-emiijence  as  any  of  the  ancestors 
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'^  of  the  said  Earl,  being  heretofore  Earls  of  Devon, 
'^  had  held  or  enjoyed/'  The  grantee  of  this  peerage 
died  on  the  18th  of  Sept  1^56,  unmarried.  His  heir 
male  was  Sir  William  Courtenay,  of  Powderham,  and 
from  him  the  present  Claimant  was  lineally  descended. 
The  Attorney-General  (Sir  J.  Scarlett)  reported  that 
the  Claimant  *'  had  proved  himself  to  be  the  male 
'^  descendant  of  Hugh  second  Earl  of  Devon,  and 
"  therefore,  according  to  the  pedigree,  proved  the 
**  nearest  heir  male  of  Sir  Edward  Courtenay,  who 
"^^  was  created  Earl  of  Devon  by  letters  patent  of  the 
first  of  Mary,  to  hold  sibi  et  keredibus  suis  masculis 
imperpetuum.''  The  Attorney-General  then  added, 
Whether  under  that  patent  the  Claimant  can  esta- 
'^  blish  a  title  to  the  dignity  of  Eai-l  of  Devon  is 
''  a  question  of  very  grave  consideration,  and,  as  far 
'*  as  I  am  informed,  has  not  received  any  precise  de- 
termination, on  which  account,  I  humbly  submit  to 
your  Majesty  that  the. claim  ought  to  be  referred  to 
f*  the  consideration  and  report  of  the  House  of  Peers.'' 
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When  the  case  came  on  before  a  Committee  of  Pri- 
vileges, it  was  argued  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  by 
Mr.  Pepys  and  Mr.  Nicholas,  and  for  the  Crown  by 
Sir  Thomas  Denman,  who  had  in  the  meap  time  been 
appointed  his  Majesty *s  Attorney-General. 

The  Lard  Chancellor: — ^This,  my  Lords,  is  a  question 
of  much  curiosity  and  importance,  whether  considered 
in  an  antiquarian  point  of  view,  or  as  a  matter  of  legal 
principle.  There  is,  perhaps,  no  other  case  in  which 
the  claim  to  a  peerage  can  be  founded  on  a  similar 
patent  The  usual  mode  adopted  in  patents  of  nobility 
in  this  part  of  the  kingdom  is  to  make  the  grant  to  the 
first  grantee  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body.  That 
mode  is  sometimes  called  the  creation  of  a  barony  in 


Mondajy 
March  14. 

Judgment. 
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1831.  fee,  but  more  properly  in  fee-tail,  for  if  it  were  in  fee 
*^]1^  it  would  be  descendible  to  the  heirs-general  of  the 
Drvo  'a  gra'^tee.  There  are  other  creations  by  writ  of  sum- 
Case,  mons,  and  by  the  person  thus  summoned  actually  taking 
his  seat  in  this  house.  The  Crown  has  also  the  power 
of  granting  patents  of  nobility  in  such  language  as 
will  make  them  descendible  to  the  female  as  well  as 
the  male  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  grantee,  but  the 
more  ordinary  course  is  to  make  them  descendible  only 
to  the  male  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  grantee.  In  Scot* 
land,  howeveri  a  different  rule  frequently  prevails,  and 
the  digni^  is  granted  to  a  man  and  his  ^  heirs  whoso- 
ever." In  the  21st  Richard  2,  nine  peers  were  created, 
to  all  of  whom  the  peerage  was  limited  to  *'  the  heirs 
of  their  bodies,"  except  only  Earl  Scropci  who  being 
a  particular  favourite  had  the  dignity  granted  to  him 
and  his  heirs  male  mperpetuum ;  a  circumstance  which 
shows  that,  though  such  a  grant  was  not  at  that  time 
general,  it  was  not  unknown.  The  grant  in  the  pre- 
sent instance  is  in  similar  terms,  and  a  more  satisfac- 
tory proof  of  pedigree  never  was  given.  The  only 
question  therefore  is,  whether  by  the  laws  which  r^u- 
late  die  descent  of  honours,  this  grant  carries  with  it 
the  right  of  succession  in  favour  of  the  collateral  heirs. 
If  a  grant  of  lands  had  been  made  by  the  Crown  in 
these  terms,  the  grant  would  have  been  void,  but  the 
argument  as  to  the  rule  of  construction  on  a  grant  of 
lands  by  the  Crown,  is  not  to  be  imported  into  this 
case,  which  is  one  of  a  grant  of  honours.  The 
difference  between  the  two  is  manifest ;  for  the  rule  of 
construction  which  would  make  such  a  grant  of  lands 
void  is  adopted  for  the  protection  of  the  property  of 
the  Crown ;  but  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  same  pro- 
tection is  needed  in  the  case  of  honours,  for  the  Crown 
does  not  part  with  the  honours  it  confers  as  it  does 
with  the  land  it  grants,  since  it  is,  as  our  law  writers 
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tarm  it,  the  fountain  of  honours,  and  a  fountain  that  is  i83i. 
inexhaustible.  The  Crown,  therefore,  is  not  injured 
in  its  interests  by  such  a  grant,  for  honours  are  the 
creation  of  the  Crown  rather  than  any  existent  thing 
transferred  by  it  The  rule  of  construction  applicable 
to  grants  of  lands  has  therefore  been  truly  said  not  to 
extend  to  grants  of  honours,  or  of  armories  or  arms, 
which  are  but  a  species  of  honours.  The  power  of 
the  Crown  to  make  such  a  grant  as  this,  is  not  denied. 
That  admission  rests  in  the  first  place  on  the  fact, 
that  grants  of  a  similar  kind  have  been  before  made. 
In  the  next  place,  on  the  reason  of  the  thing,  such  a 
grant  is  not  objectionable,  for  it  is  hardly  greater  than 
a  grant  to  the  heirs-general  of  a  man's  body.  If  the 
Crown  grant  a  barony  by  summons  with  a  seat  in  par-* 
liament,  the  dignity  will  descend  to  the  heirs  in  tail 
general,  and  will  therefore  vest  in  females  as  well  as 
males.  Now  if  such  a  dignity  should  descend  to  a 
daughter,  she  may  marry  a  man  of  a  different  family, 
and  the  blood  of  the  next  taker  will  only  be  connected 
with  the  original  family  by  a  female.  The  same  thing 
may  happen  again  and  again,  till  at  last  the  dignity 
gets  to  such  an  immeasurable  distance  from  the  first 
family  f  that  it  becomes  impossible  to  trace  it  to  the  free 
original  stock.  I  can  hardly  conceive  any  thing  more 
firom  control  than  this.  In  the  present  case,  however,  the 
words  of  the  patent  limit  the  descent  to  &e  heirs  male, 
so  that  it  can  only  be  vested  in  the  male  blood  of  the 
family  to  the  exclusion  of  all  strangers  to  the  grant 
As  to  the  power  of  the  Crown  to  make  such  a  grant,  it 
appears  from  the  authorities  that  the  Crown  may  grant 
a  peerage  for  life,  and  not  only  for  the  life  of  the 
grantee,  but  pur  auter  vie.  The  most  common  way  of 
doing  this  is  by  a  grant  to  the  son  during  the  life  of 
the  father,  by  calling  the  son  by  another  title  to  this 
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1831.       house;  such  a  title  will  enure  during  the  father's  life, 
and  oh  his  death  the  succession  will  operate  by  way  of 
merger,  so  that  the  two  will  become  but  one  dignity. 
But  though  this  is  the  common  and  usual  way,  it  is 
not  the  only  way  in  which  such  a  title  may  be  granted* 
The  cestui  que  vie  may  be  the  ancestor  of  the  party,  or 
not,  and  then  observe,  my  Lords,  what  is  the  conse* 
quence  of  this  singular  reservation,  a  man  does  not 
know  on  one  day,  whether  he  will  be  noble  or  com- 
moner the  next.    This  is  a  known  case,  and  yet  it 
seems  so  contrary  to  all  known  legal  principles,  that  on 
the  first  impression  it  appears  quite  absurd  that  a  man 
should  not  know  whether  he  was  noble  or  not,  unless 
he  sent  in  the  morning  of  each  day  to  know  whether 
the  person  on  whose  life  his  dignity  depended  was 
alive  or  dead.    With  reference  to  the  uncertain  nature 
of  such  a  grant  of  nobility,  I  will  now  refer  to  the 
instance  of  a  franchise,  which  is  similar  to  the  case  I 
have  just  mentioned,  and  much  more  nearly  resembles 
an  honour  or  dignity  than  a  real  estate.     It  is  indeed 
not  a  property,  but  an  incident  to  a  property.     This 
may  arise  from  a  livery  of  land  in  my  own  possession, 
or  it  may  exist  on  an  estate  for  my  life,  or  pur  outer  vie^ 
and  whoever  may  be  the  cestui  que  vie,  I  cannot  go  to 
the  hustings  and  give  my  vote  unless  the  person  on 
whose  life  my  fi*eehold  depends  ^s  alive  at  the  time,  for 
if  he  has  expired,  though  but  the  moment  before,  I  am 
divested  of  my  estate.     This,  my  Lords,  is  a  strong 
analogy  to  show  that  there  is  nothing  so  absurd  or  in- 
congruous in  honours  of  this  kind  as  might  at  first  be 
supposed.     The  absurdity  of  a  peerage  depending  on 
the  life  of  a  third  person  by  no  means  however  attaches 
to  the  present  case.    The  rule  that  honours  may  be 
thus  granted  has  been  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Dod- 
ridge,  who  was  a  ^reat  authority  on  this  subject,  and 
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whose  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Crown  possesses  such  issi. 
a  power,  we  have  to  strengthen  the  analogy  and  reason 
of  the  case.  I  now  come  to  the  question  of  the  exercise 
of  this  power.  In  the  Sd  of  Charles  1 ,  a  peerage  that  had 
been  granted  to  a  man  et  heredibtis  suis  tarn  de  latere 
quatn  de  carpore  was  held  good,  though  that  was  a  limi- 
tation that  would  clearly  include  collaterals.  Upon  this 
subject  there  seems  to  be  a  mistake  in  the  note  to  Co. 
Litt.  27  (ft),  where  the  case  of  Aubrey  de  Vere  Earl  of 
Oxford  is  cited.  That  case  came  on  in  1  Car.  1,  by  peti- 
tion to  the  Crown,  and  the  resolution  on  the  case  was  de- 
livered by  Croke  and  others.  In  the  case  in  Jones's  Re- 
ports, it  is  stated  that  the  grant  was  ^^  by  the  assent  of 
Parliament"  to  Aubrey  de  Vere,  in  the  time  of  Richard 
II.  of  the  estate  and  honours  of  the  Earl  of  Oxford, 
and  that  the  King  granted  and  restored  the  honours. 
In  the  note  in  Co.  Litt.  it  is  said  that  that  case  was 
out  of  the  ordinary  rules  of  law,  for  that  the  limitation 
subsisted  by  authority  of  Parliament.  On  examining 
the  case  itself  it  will  be  found,  in  the  first  place,  that 
that  was  not  the  principal  point ;  and  in  the  next  place, 
that  though  the  judgment  was  in  the  result  correct,  the 
arguments  on  which  it  was  founded  were  only  those  of 
the  individual  Judges,  and  not  of  the  Court.  But  be- 
sides this,  it  appears  that  these  peerages,  the  claim  to 
one  of  which  was  then  made  by  a  collateral  descendant 

of  the  grantee,  had  formerly  existed,  and  had  been  put 
an  end  to  by  attainders  most  corruptly  procured,  many 
of  the  then  members  of  this  house  having  come  to  the 
house  and  there  taken  an  oath  to  pass  verdicts  of  guilty  on 
all  the  accused.  Having  in  this  manner,  as  they  thought, 
duly  qualified  themselves  to  pronounce  judgment,  they 
attainted  several  noble  persons,  alleging  as  a  sufficient 
defence  in  morals  and  religion,  for  what  they  had  done, 
that  they  were  bound  to  perform  the  oath  they  had  taken. 
The  attainder  occurred  in  the  16  R.  2,  and  the  reversal 
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1831.       in  the  21  st  of  the  same  reign.     The  words  in  the 
reversal  are  restituS  donnk  et  granUe  per  Msent  de 
Parliament.    The  words  e.v  assensu  ParUamenti,  to 
be  found  in  this  case,  do  not  therefore  mean  that  the 
grant  took  effect  es  assefisu  Parliamenti,  but  that  it  was 
by  this  assent  that  the  attainder  was  reversed.     In  that 
sense  they  are  correct  and  intelligible,  for  the  attainder 
having  passed  could  only  be  reversed  by  the  force  of 
an  Act  of  Parliament,  and  the  words  I  have  men- 
tioned refer  to  the  attainder  therefore,   and  not   to 
the  grant,  which   certainly   did  not  require  an  Act 
of  Parliament  to  make    it   effectual.     To   the  same 
point  may  be  referred  the  word  restored^  which  is 
to  be  found  in  the  case.    Croke  therefore  made  a  mis- 
take when  he  referred  the  words  ex  assensu  Parliamenti 
to  the  grant,  in  order  to  show  that  such  a  grant  could 
not  be  made  without  authority  of  Parliament,  for  the 
Act  was  not  necessary  for  such  a  purpose,  but  it  was 
necessary  to    reverse  the  attainder,  and   that  is  the 
true  reason  of  these  words  having  been  entered  on  the 
Roll.     In  the  21  of  Rich.  2,  came  the  reversal  of  these 
unjust  attainders ;  and  it  is  remarkable,  that  John  de 
Lancaster,  against  whom  one  of  them  had  been  di- 
rected, and  who  claimed  no  honours,  had  the  attainder 
against  him  reversed,  in  the  very  same  words  as  those 
employed  in  the  case  of  persons  who  had  peerages. 
On  the  grounds  which  I  have  thus  enumerated,  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  the  claimant  in  the  present  case  has 
made  out  his  title,  and  I  shall  therefore  humbly  move 
your  Lordships  to  that  effect. 

Lord  fVj/nf or d  c'^This  case  embraces  three  ques- 
tions. The  first  relates  to  the  descent  of  the  present 
claimant,  and  on  the  evidence  adduced  before  us,  I 
am  satisfied  that  the  Attorney-general  must  admit  the 
claimant  to  be  the  collateral  heir  of  the  grantee  of  this 
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patent.    The  next  is  a  question  of  law,  namely,  whe-       issk 
ther  the  King  has  the  power  to  grant  such  a  peerage 
as  this,  to  the  immediate  taker,  and  not  the  heirs  of  his 
hody,  but  his  heirs-general.     We  have  been  referred 
to  a  book  which  is  a  high  authority  on  these  matters, 
I  mean  Mr.  Justice  Doddridge's  book  on  the  Peer- 
age.   That  learned  perscm  there  states  that  the  King 
can  grant  a  peerage  in  tail  for  life,  for  years,  and  pur 
outer  vie;  but  with  respect  to  the  two  last  be  uses 
the  expression  ''  as  it  has  been  said.'*     I  think  he  was 
wise  in  using  such  caution  when  speaking  of  such  a 
granty  for  I  think  the  King  cannot  grant  a  peerage  for 
years  or  pur  auler  vie.    Is  the  blood  of  a  man  to  be 
ennobled  only  for  a  time  ?    I  say  no ;  for  being  once 
ennoUed,  it  must  remain  so  till  crime  has  worked  a 
fi»feiture  of  its  nobility.    The  Lord  Chancellor  has 
stated  the  d^culty  that  would  exist  with  respect  to  a 
peer  pttr  auter  vie,  that  he  must  send  in  the  morning  to 
inquire  if  the  cestui  que  vie  is  alive,  before  he  can  ven- 
ture into  this  House  to  give  his  vote :  but  the  difficulty 
is  still  stronger,  he  must  inquire  whether  the  life  is 
in  existence  at  the  instant  before  he  gives  his  vote,  for 
if  it  should  have  expired  he  will  have  no  right  to  sit 
and  vote  in  this  House*    That  is  a  circumstance  suf- 
ficient, in  my  mind,  to  show  that  such  a  peerage  cannot 
exist.     As  far  as  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Doddridge 
goes  with  respect  to  the  present  case  it  is  conclusive* 
Is  there,   then,    any  thing  to  oppose  that  opinion? 
I  believe  not ;  but  that  opinion  is  not  the  only  autho- 
rity we  have,  for  there  have  been  a  number  of  similar 
grants  of  peerages.     Every  grant  of  that  kind  is  a 
sttong  authority  to  show  that  such  a  grant  may  be 
made,  for  these  grants  were  formerly  made  on  the 
advice  of  the  Lord  Privy  Seal,  who  was  a  high  judi- 
cial officer,  and  they  are  now  made  on  that  of  tibe  Lord 
High  Chancellor,  who  has  always  been  one  of  the 
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1831.       most  eminent  lawyers  of  the  kingdom.     On  every 
proposed  grant  of  a  peerage^  he  exercises  his  opinion 
whether  such  a  grant  can  or  cannot  by  law  be  made, 
and  if  he  thinks  it  cannot,   he  advises  the  Crown 
against  it.     I  was  at  first  as  much  struck  as  my  noble 
and  learned  friend  with  the  statement  of  the  opinion 
in  the  case  of  Aubrey  de  Vere,  Earl  of  Oxford,  but  I 
soon  made  up  my  mind  that  that  opinion  was  not  war- 
ranted by  law.     I  perfectly  agree  with  my  noble  and 
learned  friend,  that  there  is  a  mistake  in  that  case 
about  the  Act  of  Parliament     That   mistake  arose, 
I  dare  say,    in  this  manner :    In  ancient  times  the 
Judges  and  the  House  of  Lords  had  strong  contests 
upon  the  question  of  the  entail  of  lands.     Before  the 
statute  de  donis  there  were  estates  of  fees  conditional. 
The  Judges  got  rid  of  them  easily,  for  they  said,  that 
the  moment  a  man  had  issue  born,  these  estates  con- 
ditional were  converted  in  absolute  fees.     The  mem- 
bers of  this  House,  actuated  by  the  wish  to  preserve 
beyond  the  power  of  alienation  the  estates  which  they 
held  with  their  titles,  said  ^^  that  will  not  do,"  and  so 
they  made  another  attempt,  and  passed  the  statute  de 
doniSf  by  which  statute  estates-tail  were  created  and 
limited  performam  donu  What  was  the  consequence? 
Why  the  Judges,  in  order  to  bar  these  strict  limita- 
tions, invented  fines  and  recoveries,  by  which  this 
House  was  again   defeated.     But  that  strictness  of 
limitation  which  prevailed  in  consequence  of  the  sta- 
tute de  donis  was  not  at  all  applicable  to  titles  of  ho- 
nour, so  that  when  the  learned  Judge,  in  the  case  re- 
ferred to,  made  that  application  of  the  statute,  he  got 
into  a  confusion.     It  is  true  that  the  King  cannot  make 
a  grant  of  land  to  a  man  and  his  heir  male,  for  that  is 
a  greater  grant  than  the  law  will  allow  on  the  part  of 
the  Crown;  but  a  private  man  making  such  a  grant 
gives  the  grantee  a  fee.     This  takes  place  by  the 
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operation  of  the  statute  de  donis ;  but  the  Judges  have       leai. 
beld  that  titles  are  not  within  the  provisions  of  that 
statute.     My  Lords,,  there  is  a  great  distinction  taken 
by  all  the  highest  law  authorities,  between  the  descent  of 
koxL^  and  the  descent  of  honours,  but  there  is  none  at 
all  between  the  descent  of  two  kinds  of  honours;  and 
the  same  principle  that  governs  one  must  govern  the 
other.     Thisre  was  no  necessity  for  an  Act  of  Par- 
liament to .  grant  *  these  honours  in  this  case  any  more 
ihan  in  diat  of  Sir  Aubrey  de  Vere.    The  King  may 
make  a  man  a  peer  by  affixing  his  seal  to  the  instru- 
ment creating  the  dignity,  and  all  that  this  House  has 
to  do  is  to  stand  by  and  to  see  that  this  act  of  the 
King^s  .prerogative  is  exercised  in  compliance  with 
the  forms  prescribed  by  the  law.     I  am  not  aware  that 
there  is  any  foundation  for  the  argument,  that  we  must 
construe  this  patent  more  strictly  or  more  favourably 
than  any  other.    All  written  instruments,  whether  be- 
tween states  or  individuals,  must  be  decided  on  the 
same  principles,  for  the  rules  of  construction  are  alike 
in  almost  every  case,  and  after  all  are  but  the  rules  of 
common  sense  applied  to  the  understanding  of  an  in- 
strument.    The  decision  of  Lord  Eldon  in  the  Annan- 
dale  Case  appears  to  me  to  be  strongly  in  point  upon 
the  present,  but  the  Case  of  the  claim  to  the  Earldom 
of  Oxford  is  amply  sufficient  for  us.     In  that  Case  the 
House  decided  that  under  a  grant  to  the  taker  of  the 
title  and  his  heirs  male,  Sir  Aubrey  de  Vere,  though 
not  descended  from  the  original  Earl,  was  entitled.     I 
come  then  to  the  question,  whether  the  King  has  the 
power  to  make  such  a  grant  ?  I  assume  that  he  has ;  and 
if  he  has  the  power,  I  ask,  has  he  not  exercised  it  ?    If 
the  Crown  meant  that  merely  the  descendants  of  the 
body  of  the  last  Earl  should  take,  would  not  the  same 
words  have  been  used  that  are  employed  in  an  ordinary 
VOL.  ir.  P 
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^83r^  patent?  The  circiip)6tflmce  of  ik^  di^reoc^  in  the 
words  shows  thftt  a  different  intepitiQDi  was  entertained, 
and  the  decisions  that  have  taken  place  with  respect  to 
land  show  that  these  words. have  a  different  import 
from  those  which  are  required  to  create  aa  estate-taiL 
It  is  clear,  however,  from  another  circumstance,  that 
the  Crown  intended  to  give  more  than  usual,  hr  not 
only  is  the  Earl  to  hp.ve  the  precedence  that  would  be<* 
long  to  an  Earl  of  Devon  from  the  time  of  his  crea* 
tion,  but  he  is  to  enjoy  precedence  as  if  he  took  under 
the  creation  of  the  first  Earl  of  Devon ;  so  that,  with* 
out  travelling  out  of  the  record,  it  appeam  to  me  that 
there  is  sufficient  to  justify  us  in  saying  that  in  point 
of  law  this  claim  is  fully  made  out.  Upon  the  question 
of  the  pedigree,  I  have  already  expmsed  my  opinion, 
and  as  I  believe,  that  both  the  fact  of  the  deseent  from 
the  first  Earl  of  Devon,  and  the  legal  effect  of  the  vrords 
in  the  patent,  are  in  favour  of  the  claimantt  I  can  have 
no  hesitation  whatever  in  seconding  the  motion  of  my 
noble  and  learned  friend. 

The  question  was  pi(t  by  ^  Earl  qf  Shaftesbury,, 
and  the  claim  allowed. 
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EktlOR. 

FROM  THE    IRISH   COURT  OF    EXCHEQUER   CHAMBER,      ^th  March 

1831. 

Ltsaght  and  another         -  Plaintiffs  in  Error.        lyIaoht 
Walreu  AND  OTHERS  -        -  Drfetidants  in  Error.    ""'^ ''^"'er 

WALKEa 

Declaration  that,   in  consideration  of  PlaintiSs .  appointing    &nd  others. 
P.  C.  hid  agent.  Defendant  undertook  that  P.  C.  would  pi^^ajine 
faithfully  and  hohestly  dischai'ge  any  duty  assigned  to  or  Agreement, 
trust  repo^d  in  liim.     Plea :  no  Undertaking  in  writing.  5^?'*  .^™"*^^ 

t%      •       '  '  ...•  Pnncipal  and 

Rephcatibn ;  an  Undertaking  in  Writing.  Demurrer  to  tUe  Agent,  Surety. 
repliclition,  for  that  this  ^as  bringing  matter  of  law  to  be 
tried  by  a  Juiry.  But  the  replication  held  good,  as  putting 
in  issue  a  matter  6f  fact  to  be  tried  by  a  Jury, 
tetier  of  guairantie  to  t^Iaintiff  by  Defendant,  ''  that  P.  C. 
shall  iaithlully  and  honestly  discharge  any  duty  assigned 
to  or  trust  reposed  ih  him.'^  t'laintitf,  upon  receiving 
tbi^,  em(>loy8  P.  C.  ad  his  agent.  Sufficient  consideration 
appears  on  the  iaca  of  the  guarantie  to  bind  Defendant. 
Plaintiff,  in  an  action  -agaifast  the  surety  for  an  Agent, 
shows,  that  he  employed  the  Agent  first  at  B.  and 
afterwards  at  L. ;  and  that  the  Agent  when  removed  to  L. 
was  indebted  to  liim  in  a  considerable  balance,  and  pro- 
duces accounts  which  bear  on  the  face  of  them,  that  various 
sums  remitted  by  the  Agent  ^rom  L,  were  so  remitted  as 
the  proceeds  of  sales  made  at  £.  Held  that  the  Judge 
was  not  bound  to  direct  the  Jury  as  matter  of  law,  that 
they  must  consider  the  remittances  from  L.  to  be  made  in 
discharge  of  the  balance  due  at  B.,  so  as  to  relieve  the 
surety  from  his  liability,  but  that  he  was  right  in  leaving 
the  question  to  the  Jury  on  the  whole  matter  in  evidence. 

This  was  a  Writ  of  Error  brought  by  the  Plaintiffs 
in  Error,  on  tie  affirmance  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chaimfber  M  Ifiland,  of  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
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183K       Exchequer  there,  in  an  action  of  assumpsil^  brought 

Lysaght      against  them  by  the  Defendants  in  Error,  for  the  non- 

amUiiother.   performance  of  an  Undertaking  or  Guarantie,  con- 

Walker      tained  in  a  letter  written  by  the  Plaintiffs  in  Error  to 

andotho«.    ^^  Defendants  in  Error,  of  which  the  following  is 

a  copy : 

^*  Lisconnor,  l6th  December  1816. 
*^  Gendemen, 
'^^  Entertaining  the  highest  opinion  of  Mr.  Patrick 
Considine's  integrity  of  character,  as  well  as  pro- 
priety of  conduct,  we  therefore  hold  ourselves  re- 
sponsible to  you  in  ^he  sum  of  Five  Hundred  Pounds 
**  sterliug,  for  his  discharging  faithfully  and  honestly 
'^  any  duty  assigned  to  or  trust  reposed  in  him ;  and 
"  we  are  ready  to  execute  bonds  to  that  effect,  and  for 
^  that  or  any  larger  amount  that  may  be  necessary^ 
"  whenever  you  require  it.    We  further  strongly  re- 
^'  <;ommend  Mr.  Considine  as  a  person  likely  to  give 
**  satisfaction  in  every  respect,  as  far  as  depends  on 
'*  individual  exertions  and  qualifications. 

"  We  are,  gentlemen,  your  obedient  servants, 

John  Lysaghty 
James  Davem.^ 
"  To  Messrs,  Walker,  Perriott  &  Co. 
"  Brewers,  Limerick.'' 

Considine  was  appointed  in  1817  agent  for  this 
brewing  company,  for  the  sale  of  ale  and  porter  at 
Banagher,  where  he  remained  till  February  1821,  when 
he  was  removed  to  Loughrea,  and  sold  ale  and  porter 
there  for  the  company,  till  his  death  in  May  1821.  At 
the  time  of  the  removal  there  was  a  balance  of  379  /. 
due  from  Considine  to  his  employers.  While  at 
Loughrea  he  sent  them  weekly  returns  of  his  sales 
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there,  and  remitted  to  them  various  sums  of  money       issi. 
produced  by  such  sales  more  than  sufficient  to  cover     Lysaout 
the  379/.,  if  the  money  so  received  could  be  applied    «"d«^;;^»>«' 
in  liquidation  of  that  balance ;  and  it  was  one  of  the     Walkbr 
questions  m  the  cause,   whether  it  ought  to  be  so 
applied  or  not.    The  company  having  lost  Ae  379  /. 
by  die  agent,  brought  their  action  for  that  sum  against 
Lysaght  and  Davem,  on  their  guarantie. 

The  declaration  (which  was  of  Michaelmas  temk  Declaration  of 
I  SSI)"  consisted  often  special  and  two  common  counts.  5^*^*i82u 
In  the  first  special  count,  die  Undertaking  of  the  Plain- 
t3&  in  Error  was  stated  to  be,  that  *^  the  said  Patrick 
"  Considine  would  faithfully  and  honestly  discharge 
^'  his  duty  as  agent  for  the  Defendants  in  Error,  for 
^'  the  sale  of  ale  and  porter  at  Banagher,  in  the  King's 
"  County .'^  In  the  second  count,  that  "he  would 
<<  fiEathfuUy  and'  honestly  discharge  the  trust  reposed 
**  in  him,  as  si^ch  agent,  by  the  Defendants  in  Error." 
In  the  third  coun^  that  the  Plaintiffs  in  Error  ^'  under- 
'^  took  and  became  responsible  to  the  Defendants  in 
*^  Error  to  the  amount  of  500  /•  that  said  Patrick 
''  Considine  would  faithfully  and  honestly  discharge 
*^  the  duty  of  such  agent."  And  in  the  fourth  county 
diat  the  Plaintiffs  in  Error  '*  undertook  and  became- 
''  responsible  to  the  Defendants  in  Error,  to  the 
^^  amount  of  500  /•  that  the  said  Patrick  Considine 
''  would  faithfully  and  honestly  discharge  the  trust 
'^  reposed  in  him,  as  such  agent,  by  the  Defendants  in- 
"  Error."  In  these  several  counts  the  consideration 
for  the  Undertaking  is  stated  to  be,  that  the  Defendants 
in  Error  would  appoint  said  Patrick  Considine  their 
agent  for  the  sale  of  ale  and  beer  at  Banagher ;  and 
the  breach  assigned,  consists  in  his  not  paying  or 
handing  over  to  the  Defendants  in  Error  monies 
received  by  him  for  the  sale  of  ale  and  porter  at. 

^  3 


2U 


CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LO^DS 


18.31. 

Lysaobt 

aud  another 

t 

V. 

Walker 

and  others. 

6th  Count. 


u 


it 


n 


ti 


€i 


iC 


tp  be,  that  ^'  Pati^icI^  Gop^cUn^.  would,  faithfully  a^d 
honestly  discharge  any  dpty  ajS^gned  to  or  ifust 
reposed  ia  hjim  by  the.  Pefeniiants  in  E^nroi;.'^    Anfli 
in  the  sixth  count,  th^t  the  FlaintiQs  ia  Error  '^  und^r- 
took  and  becan^e  responjsi))!^  to  the  D^fisi^daats.ia 
Error,  to  the  amopj^t  of  500 M  that,  s^  Ps^^Ack 
Considine  would  fjaijbhfiully;  ajid  l^onestly  dischacge 
^y  duty  assigned  to  or  trust  reposed  in  hiip,  by 
^^  the  Defendants  in  Error."     In  thie^.  cou^tSi  tl|e 
consideration  for  the  Undertaking  is  stated  to  be.  thaii 
the  Defendants  in.  Error  wopld>  at  the  rj^qi^est^qC  tlfie. 
plaintiffs  in  Error,   appoint  Patriqk  Qons^^^^^i  th^ir 
agent  generally ;  and  the  brefich  af/»ign^d  qpns^st^in- 
his  not  accounting  with  Def(^ndants  in  Erroi^  for  m^^y 
received  by  him  as.  such  agent     In  tl^  seyeath  &nd' 
eighth  countS}  the  Undertaking  and  the  breacl^  of,  it- 
are  stated  as  in  the  fifth,  and  sixth  counts ;  but  t|ie  oqn- 
sideration  for  such  Undertaking  if  statf;d  to  be,  tji^t 
the  Defendants  in  Error  *^  would,  at  the  ri^quest;  of  the 
"  said  Plaintiffs  in  Error^  i'|^P9^  i^  Patrick,  Copsidine 
the  trust  of  agent  for  the  Defei^dant^  in.  ^rrpr,  to 
sell  porter  and  a}e  for  them  at  Banagher/'    Int^e 
ninth  and  t§nth  special  counts  thp  Undertaking  and 

consideration  for  it  are  stated  as  in  the  fifth  and  si^cth 

' «      ... 

counts.  But  it  is  further  stated  therein,  that  the.De- 
fendants  in  Error  did  appoint  Patrick  Considine  tl^ir 
agent,  and  did  assign  to  him  the  duty  of  ag^nt  to<8^' 
ale  and  portjer  for  them  at  Banagher,  and  to  perform 
other  duties  of  such  agent.;  averring  that  Uiey,  had  an 
establishment  f9r  ss^e  of  aje^  and  porter  at  Ban;^her> 
and  had  at  such  establishment  divers  large  quantities, 
of.  ale  and  porter^  and  also  divers  utensils  of  their  trade 
of  brewers,  of  great  value ;  and  that  it  was.  the  duty, 
of  Patrick  Consadinq  to  have  tak|^  care  of  the  s^jd 


u 
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esiaUisliiiieneit,  smd  of  the  sad  He  and  porter  and  uten-  J^^ 

oifa ;  bat  Aat  lie  neglected  to  do  so ;  and  for  want  of  due  Lys  ao  ht 

aaxB  of  sack  estaWishmenr,  ale,  portei^,  and  utensils,  *"**  ^^^^^^ 

permitted  the  said^  ertablfittitieist  to  go  to  decay,  and  Walkfh 

*i  •  1      r  «  't       '     m  •      t         t  ***"  Others. 

the  said  afe^  ported,  and  ntbnsils  to  be  seized,  taken 
a«rK3f  ^^^  de&rtrd]/ied-;  whereby  the  Defendants  in  Error 
w«re  depriT^ed-  of  the  use  of  sttch  establishment;  and 
lort  B'  larpK  quantity  of  ale  and  potter^  and'  alsa  divers 
uteo^;.  Tkere  wesef  two*  cotninon  coonts  for  money 
kat,  dud  aa  account  stateiS. 

To^thi^dechottfoiitheptattbtiffhtcrror,  JohflLysaght  HiiaryTerm, 
{in  Hilaryr  ton'  189^;  platded  tiie  general  issue  of  Pleas  by  John 
fm^asHtmpsit ;,  and  also,  by  leave  of  tlie  court  as  to  ^^^^^* 
the  1st,  2d,  Sd,  4th,  5th,  6th,  7th,  8th,  9th  and  lOtb 
c^unt^^  thak  the  said  sev^al  promises  in  those  counts 
nentioned  were  special  promises  tb  answer  for  the 
defeuh  of  the  said  Patrick  Considine,  and  that  rio 
agreement  in  respect  of  op  relating- to  the  said  several 
supposed  cawesr  of  action  ia  those  couHts^  mentioned, 
or  any  of  them,  or  anymoBKoraadnm  of  note  thereof, 
wherein  the*  considerafeiMi  of  the  said  several-  special 
promises^  or  any  of  them,  was  stated  or  shown,  was  in 
writing  or  was  signed  by  the  said  John  Lysaght,  or  by 
any  other  peison  b|>him  iherennto  lawfully  authorized. 
To  the  fi)«t  of  these  pleas  the  Defendants  in  Error  R^pUcatioiu 
added  a  sitaiUtkr;  aivd  to^the  lairt  of  them  replied,  that 
netes  of  each  re^ectrve' agseement,  in  respect  of  and 
rdoting  to  each  respective  cause  of  action,  in-  each  of 
diose  respective  counts  *  mentioned,  wherein  the  con^ 
sidemtion:  of  the  special  promises^  in  each  of  those 
counts  mentioned^  was  stM^,  were  respectively  ia 
writins,.  and  siffned  by  the  said  John  Lysdght.    To  Special  De- 

.  11  •jTi.Ti.j        murrer  tliere- 

which'  latter  r^ication  the  said  John  Lysaght  de-  to^bjLysag^u 
murred  specially,  assigning'  for  causes  of  demurrer, 
because  the  said'  replication  did  not  tender  an  issue 

-  p  4 
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1 831 .       triable  by  the  court,  or  by  ia  jury,  and  attempted  to  take 
Latsaght     ^^0^  the  court,  and  submit  to  the  jury^  the  construction 
aad  snutiier    of  written  instruments ;  and  because  the  said  replica- 
Waixjer     tion  was  double,  and  also  because  the  said  Defendants 
ot  en.    1^  £rror  ought  to  have  set  forth  in  the  said  replication 
the  written  instruments  mentioned  in  the  said  replica- 
tion ;   and  because,   even  supposing .  that  a  verdict 
should  be  had  for  the  Defendants  in  Error,  on  an  issue 
taken  on  the  said  replication,  no  judgment  could  be 
pronounced  thereon ;  and  because  the  said  replication 
relied  on  a  case  different  from  that  stated  in  the  decla- 
ration, and  was  in  other  respects  uncertain,  informal; 
and  insufficient ;  and  the  Defendant  in  Error  joined  in 
demurrer. 
J^""ud  Davem  suffered  judgment  to  go  by  de&ult     In 

Liiieyv.Hewit  Trinity  term  1822,  judgment  was  given  by  the  Court 
1 1  nce,  494.  ^£  Exchequer  against  Lysi^ht  on  the  demurrer,  and 
in  July  following,  the  issue  of  non  assumpsit  by 
Lysaght  was  tried  before  a  special  jury,  who  found  for 
the  Plaintiffs  below,  and  assessed  the  damages  at  388  /• 
deducting  from  the  379  L  a  sum  due  to  the  agent  for 
salary. 

At  the  trial  it  was  proved,  that  Considine  sent 
weekly  returns  of  his  receipts  and  disbursements  to  his 
employers,  and  a  paper- writing,  being  the  state  of  the 
Banagher  account,  on  the  3d  February  1821,  proved  to 
be  in  Considine's  hand-writing,  was  given  in  evidence, 
to  show  that  the  balance  was  379/*  The  defendant 
counsel  for  Lysaght  objected  to  the  admission  of  this 
paper  in  evidence,  but  the  Judge  thought  it  admissible ; 
tion.  and  this  was  the  ground  of  the  first  exception. 

The  letter  of  guarantie  being  produced  in  evidence, 
the  Defendant's  counsel  objected  that  it  was  not  an 
agreement  binding  on  the  Defendant,  Lysaght,  since 
it  stated  no  consideration  for  the  promise,   but  the 
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Judge  thought  it  a  binding  agreement,  and  so  directed      issi  • 
the  jury ;  and  this  was  the  ground  of  the  second  ex-    l^jj^^ht 

Ceotion;  and  another 

.      .  .  &c. 

The  Defendant's  counsel  also  insisted  that,  supposing  second  ex- 
the  letter  to  be  a  sufficient  agreement  to  charge  him,  it  ception. 
varied  from  every  count  in  the  declaration,  and  that, 
on  this  account,  the  Judge  ought  to  direct  the  jury  to 
find  for  the  Defendant,  but  the  Judge  was  of  opinion 
that  it  did  not  vary  from  all  the  counts  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  so  directed  the  jury ;  and  this  was  die  ground 
of  the  third  exception.  tion.  **  ^ 

The  Defendant's  counsel  also  insisted  that  the  aver- 
ment in  the  declaration,  that  the  Plaiiltiffs  had  ap- 
pointed Considine  their  agent  for  the  sale  of  ale  and 
porter  at  Banagher  had  not  been  proved,  since  the 
evidence  was,  that  he  sold  at  Loughrea  and  other  places 
besides  Banagher,  but  the  Judge  was  of  opinion  that 
the  averment  was  sufficiently  proved ;  and  this  was  the 
ground  of  the  fourth  exception.  ^^  ^^P- 

The  Defendant's  counsel  further  insisted,  that  the 
letter  merely  contained  an  offer  to  become  bound  for 
the  good  conduct  of  Considine,  and  that  the  Plaintifis 
had  never  communicated  to  Lysaght  thiat  the  offer  was 
accfepted,  but  the  Judge  was  of  opinion,  that  it  was 
not  merely  an  off^ ;  and  to  this  the  Defendant's  coun- 
sel excepted.  52?  "^"'^ 

The  Defendant's  counsel  also  insisted,  that  as  it 
appeared  from  the  evidence  that  remittances  had  been 
sent  from  Loughrea  more  dian  sufficient  to  cover  the 
Banagher  balance,  the  remittances  so  made  ought  to 
be  considered  as  applicable  to  the  payment  of  that 
balance,  and  to  tlie  discharge  of  the  Defendant  from 
his  liability,  but  the  Judge  held  the  contrary,  and  to  Sixth  escep* 
this  also  the  Defendant's  counsel  excepted.  ^^'"* 
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Seventh 
ceptioD. 


The  Defttedantf s  edvnsel-  next  ihsistef  tka^  as  tbe 
PfaLiin^B  h%2  given  the  Dietfendaat  no:  notice  of  the 
balance  due  from  Considine  at  the  thne  of  fats  remcrrid 
from:  Lougbrea^  or  tliat  he^  had  ceased  to  be  their 
agent,  at  Banagfaar,.  and  had  taken  no<  proceedings 
aga»!i9t. Considine^  the  suretjn  was  discharged  from  ht« 
liabilifijr ;.  bi£t>  the  Judge  wasr  of  a  contrary  opioiooi-^ 
Mid  to  thia  also  &q  Defendants. oounsei  excepted*. 

j1  bill  of  exceplioBS:  having:  been^  tendered  «id 
$ealed>:  the  same  came  on.  for-  argnmoit  before  the 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  who*  overruled  tile 
eHceptions^  and'  gare  judgment  for  the  Pkuntifis,  and 
this  judgment  was  affirmed  in 'error  in  die  Bxchequep 
Chamber^,  and  thereupon  a  writ  of  error  was  brought 
by  the. Defendants  retomaUef  in  Parliament;  smd  it 
wae^  contended^  for  the  Plaintiffs  inErron  that  the 
ju^^^ments  of  the  courts*  below  ought  te  be  r^reraed 
for*  the  following  atneng  otheff'reasona>: 


Firsts  Because:  the:  said  weeJdy  return  ought  not' to 
have  been  reeeivedcaB  evtdenee  against  the  said  Plain- 
tiffs>  in  Erroi^  in*  o^rder  to  show  that  the  said  Patrick 
Considine  hSftdreceiireditfalesums'of  money  with  which 
he  had  therein  debitedrhimself^  without  producing  the 
peiBonS'from  whomfhe  thereby  stated  he  had  received- 
the  same,  for  the  declarations  of  a  principal  are  not 
evidenoe  against' a  surety,.  Bacon  v.  CRemy^  1  Stark. 
193;  and  sJthough  Paitrickt  Considine  was  dead  at  the 
time*  the  said  weekly- return  was  offered  in  evidence, 
yet  this  circumstance. does  not,  it  is  submitted,  render 
his  declaration  admissible  for  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  offered,  inasmuch  as^  entries  by  deceased  persons* 
have  never  been  received  in  evidence,  to  prove  the 
truth  of  the  en  tries,  themselves  in  order  to  charge  third 
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perspii3  wii]x  libe  pejfip^^t  o^  n^oii^y  i  ^jxd  b6C9.u3e  tijey      J,^^ 
axe  peculiaf^y  pbj^ctio^a^le  wh^ce.  the  fguet^  sought  to     lysagbt 
be  established  by  them  ^.re  of  receat  qccurr^encey.  ai)d   *"^  ^j^®^** 
i^  true,  capajble^  of  proof  by  Uying  wituj^ssea..  Jla^^?** 

Secoudly,  Beca^sq  it  is  epapted,  by  thp.  stajbute  of 
frauds,  ^^  that  no  actiQu  can  bq.nxaiptain^d  whi^teby  tp 
'^  charge  the  Defeudcmts.  i^)oa  any  special  promise  ta 
^^  ansiy,er  for  the  debt,  de&ult,  or  Quscairiage  of  another 
**^  perapn^  unless  thf;  agreement  upon^which  such  action 
^^  shall  b^  brought,  or  some  memorandum  or  npte 
^'  thereof,  shall  be  in  writing,  and  signed,  by.  the  party 
«  tpbqchaiged.therewi^;'-  and  if  Im  been  established 
by  a,  loqg  series  of  ca^es,^  that  tbe.pi:oiwse  is  not 
binding,  by  th^  statute  tml^s  the  cqusi^eratiou  wi^ich^ 
forms  part  of  the  agreement  b>  staf^;  in.,  writing ;;  and. 
ii  is  humbly,  submitted  that  the  cpQsideratiqa  for  the> 
promise  o{^  the,  said  Plaintiffs  iii  Erxor>does  UQt^  appear 
i^n  the  written  document  produced  ta  pcove-tha  pro-* 
mise;  in  order  to  effectuate  t^  qbject.  of  the  sta^u^i, 
it  is  clear,  that,  if  it,is:e;s9ential  t}iat  the  cqnsiderati^n 
must  appear  at  all,  it.  isk  eqimlly  ^  tibja^.i^  nfiMS):'  appear 
by  language  unequivocally,  clear^    a^d.  in^iapable  of 
having  its  constructipi^  influpnped.  by  paroVpi^pof  of 
extrinsic  facta;  but  upon  t^e  face  q£:tJ(i^.^nii4n^ra^i^n|r 
in.  questioUjt  it  does. not, appeai;  whether  the  agreement 
relates  to. a  past  or  future,  tcansaqtipUf  it.nught  relate 
to  either,  or.  even  tp  the  peiformapqe  of  au-  illegal, 
tru^t.    Jenkins  y-  Ji^fsq/^  ^  Bcod.  8{  Bing.  14, 2^., 

Thirdly,  Because,  supposing,  th^  oonsiderat^on  dqea, 
appear  upyQU  the  face  of  the  ss^id  written  menioraj;i|dum, 
yet  that  consideration  is  not  truly  stated  in>  any  count, 
in  said  declaration;  the  counts  which. state. the  con- 
sideratioi^  most  largely  are  those  which  allege  the 
promise  to  have  been,  made  in  consi^eratiqn  that  the 
Deifendants  in  Error  would  appoint  the  said  Patrick 
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Considine  their  i^nt ;  yet  it  is  plain,  upon  the  con* 
struction  of  the  instrament,  that  the  Plaintiffs  in  Error 
would  have  been  equally  liable  if  a  different  trust  hzd 
been  reposed  in  him,  and  he  had  been  appointed  to 
any  other  situation  instead  of  agent,  for  instance, 
clerk  under  one  of  the  other  agents. 

Fourthly,  Because  the  averment  which  iis  in  each  of 
the  special  counts,  that  the  said  Patrick  Considine  had 
been  appointed  agent  for  the  sale  of  ale  and  porter  at 
Banagher,  was  not  supported  by  proof  of  agency  there 
and  elsewhere. 

Fifthly,  Because  the  said  written  document  pro* 
duced  to  prove  the  Undertaking  of  said  Plaintiffs  in* 
Error,  merely  contained  an  offer  on  the  part  of  said' 
Plaintiffs  in  Error  to  become  sureties  for  said  Patrick 
Considine,  and  the  said  Defendants  in  Error  ought  to 
have  shown  that  they  had  accepted  and  communicated 
their  acceptance  of  said  offer  to  the  said  Plaintiffs  in 
Error.    M^Iver  v.  Richardson^  1  M.  &  Selw.  557^ 

Sixthly,  Because  in  this  case  the  Plaintiffs  in  Error 
cannot  in  any  event  be  liable  for  any  sum  of  money 
save  what  the  said  Patrick  Considine  received  as  agent 
at  Banagher,  and  did  not  remit  or  account  for;  and 
it  appears  by  the  evidence  in  this  case  that  the  said 
Patrick  Considine  had  remitted  to  the  said  Defendants 
in  Error  all  sums  of  money  which  he  had  received  as 
such  agent  at  Banagher,  and  consequently  that  th^ 
balance  of  879/.  l^-  9id.;\Bie  Irish  currency,  returned 
as  due  by  him  when  leaving  Banagher,  having  been 
fully  liquidated,  the  said  Plaintiffs  in  Error  are  now 
freed  from  any  liability  to  which  they  might  have  been 
subject  on  account  of  that  balance ;  and  that  said  ba* 
lance  has  been  discharged  appears  by  an  inspection  of 
the  said  weekly  returns  which  were  read  in  evidence 
in  thist^ase.    The  last  weekly  return  transmitted  by^ 
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Considine  firom  Banagher  was  for  the  week  ending 
the  3d  of  Febraary,  and  in  that  account  the  balance  of 
S79/.  1^»  9  id  As  struck  against  him ;  the  said  Patrick 
Considine  was  removed  from  Bunagher  to  Longhrea  in 
&e  middle  of  the  ensuing  week,  namely,  the  6th  day 
of  February ;  and  the  first  account  transmitted  from 
Longhrea  is  for  the  week  ending  the  10th  of  February ; 
die  debit-side  of  this  account  is  composed :  of  three 
items  only,  namely,  the  balance  of  379/-  1^*  9^^* 
carried  forward  from  the  last  account,  one  sum  of  20  /., 
and  another  of  15/.,  both  received   subsequent   to 
the  6th  February,  and  consequently  at  Longhrea ;  no 
credits  are  claimed  by  this  account,  and  the  sum  with 
which  the  said  Considine  debits  himself  is  the  gross 
amount  of  the  former  balance,   and  the  two  sums 
received  at  Longhrea,  making  together  the  sum  of 
414/.  1^.  9M-;  this  sum  forms  the  first  item  in  the 
debit-side  of  the  next  succeeding  account ;  in  the  suc- 
ceeding accounts,  the  items  in  both  sides  are  entered 
in  chronological  order ;  and,  in  the  absence  of  any 
evidence  to  show  a  different  intention*  amount  to  an 
express  allocation  of  the  earliest  credits  to  discharge 
the  earliest  debits,  and  such  allocation  has  been  assented 
to  by  the  said  Defendants  in  Error,  who  regularly  re- 
ceived the  said  weekly  accounts  without  objecting  to 
such  application  of  the  pajrments  made. — Claytoris 
CasCy  1  Mer.  5^Z.     And  it  is  submitted  that  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  must  have  acted  on  this  principle  to 
a  certain  extent  when  they  pronounced  the  order  of 
the  12th  day  of  February  1 823,  by  which  the  verdict 
was  reduced  from  379 /.  1  ^.  9  id.  to  338 /.  16 s.9d.; 
it  appearing  by  the  return  for  the  week  ending  31st  of 
March  1821,  that  the  sum  due  by  the  said  Patrick 
Considine  on  that  day  amounted  only  to  that  sum, 
and  inasmuch  as  said  Considine  remitted  considerably 


l8St. 

Lysaght 
and  another 

Wat.ker 
and  others^ 


is^ 


GASES  iN  THE  HOUSE  dP  LORDS 


LY8A6BT 

and  another 

WALKEa 

•i«d-oifaer». 


tt<6i^  than  ^  skid  fiutft  of  379^.  Is.  Old.  BSbt)rhh 
^iemo^l  ttovk  Bfthagfaa^,  the  said  balance  has  been 
Ihet^y,  for  the  ti^asonis  aforesaid,  altogether  dis*- 
thai^dw  b^a^ne^  v.  NoMe,  1  Mer.  568.  Biroake  v, 
Enderby^  2  Bh>.  &  Biag.  70. 

Seyetithiy^  BeciiUs^  thig  said  Defondahts  in  Error  had 
bol  informed  the  said  Plaintiffs  in  Error  of  the  balance 
^tte  by  the  said  Pati'ick  Considine  dt  the  tihie  6f  his 
I'etndval  frotn  fianaghe^^  and  did  not  inform  the  said 
Plaintiffs  in  T^itoi  that  the  said  Patrick  Considine  had 
ceased  td  act  as  fegebt  for  the  said  Defendants  in 
Errbr  at  Banagher ;  aild  they  had  not  taken  any  pro- 
4ceedings  against  the  said  Patrick  Considine  to  recover 
the  Said  b^anefe  due  by  faint. 

Fot  the  Defeadatlts  in  tkfor  it  was  contended  that 
the  Judgments  ought  to  bc^  affirmed,  for  (he  following 
-among  other  Reasotis : 

Firtt,  That  ttie  tJndertaking  ih  iihriting,  or  Guarailtie 
Sighed  by  the  Pliiintifis  in  Error,  aild  beatring  date  the 
l6tb  D^embei'  1816^  #as  sufficient  to  charge  the 
Pkintirfi  in  Errof  for  the  debt  dr  default  of  Patrick 
Corididine }  arid  thai  it  w6uld  have  beeri  sufficient  for 
thM  (ytf^pbd^  even  thbugh  it  had  hot  contained  the 
considera^oh  fW  eflt*^ing  into  the  same.  A  different 
dodtrlne  wa§  Ihdeed  kid  doWnl  in  the  case  of  l4^ain 
ugaanst  JVatlterii  5  feast,  10.  But  the  propriety  of 
that  deeisiofn  was  que^ioned  by  Lof  d  Eldon,  In  a  case 
of  €s  parie  Minet,  14  Ves.  1^^  who  said,  that  \i  had 
be^  eontrsidicted  by  a  variety  of  authorities ;  and  it 
Was  expressly  over-rhled  by  him  in  the  case  ex  parte 
Gordon,  15  Ves.  386 ;  and  see  Fell  oli  Mercantile 
GuarMties,  pp.  246,  &c.  l6  East,  S70 ;  Holt,  Ni.  Pri. 
154,  &c.  in  notes.  It  is  also  material  to  observe,  that 
the  fourth  section  of  th^  Statute  of  Frauds  does  not 
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Teqpiire  the  wkole  agreementi  bet  it  is  snffid«»t  if 
some  memorandum  or  note  hereof,  he  in  writtng,  and 
sigBed  by  th£  parties. 

Secondly,  That  if  it  were  necessary,  according  to 
die  case  of  fFam  and  Warlten^  that  the  consideration 
for  as  well  as  the  promise  by  which  die  party  binds 
himself,  should  appear  on  the  face  of  the  agreement, 
&ere  is  a  sufficient  consideration  in  the  present  case, 
namely,  the  appointment  of  Patrick  Considine  as 
agent  td  the  Defendants  in  Error,  to  support  the 
Undertaking  by  the  Plaint^  in  Error,  for  his  discharg- 
ing faidifidly  and  honestly  any  duty  assigned  to  or 
trust  reposed  in  him ;  as  to  which,  see  the  Cases  of 
Stadt  (or  Aapp)  against  lAk^  9  East,  848 ;  1  Campb* 
242,  S.  C.  J  Morris  v.  Stacey,  Holt,  Ni.  Pri.  158 ; 
Boekm  y.  Campbell,  3  Moore,  15 ;  Russeti  and  another 
▼•  Marskjfj  8  BnxL  &  Bing.  311 ;  and  Pace  ▼•  Marshy 
1  Bing.  216. 

Thirdly,  That  the  considemtion  appearing  on  the 
hat  of  Uie  Undertaking  did  not  vary  from,  but  was 
consistent  with  the  consideration,  as  staled  in  the 
several  counts  of  the  declaration. 

Fourthly,  That  the  Undertaking  contained  a  binding 
engagement  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs  in  Error,  tibat 
the  said  Patrick  Considine  would  faithfully  and  honestly 
discharge  any  duly  assigned  to  or  trust  reposed  in 
him ;  and  was  not  merdy  an  offer  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiffs  in  Errw  to  become  sureties  for  the  said 
Patrick  Considine ;  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  for 
the  Defendants  in  Error,  to  show  that  they  had  com- 
municated to  the  Plaintiffs  in  Error,  that  they  had 
accepted  them  as  such  sureties* 

Fifthly,  That  the  replication  of  the  Defendants  in 
Error  to  the  second  plea  of-  the  Plaintiff  in  Error, 
John  Lysaght,  was  good  and  sufficient  in  law ;  and  was 
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warranted  by  the  case  of  Maggs  v.  Ames^  1  MocMre, 
and  P.  294 ;  which  was  determined  on  the  authority 
of  a  similar  case  of  Saunders  v.  IVakefidd^  4  Barn.  & 
Aid.  595.    UUej/  v.  Hewitj  11  Price,  494. 

Sixthly,  That  the  paper-writing  produced  to  the 
witness  Mprty  Flanagan,  being  one  of  the  weekly 
returns  transmitted  by  the  said  Patrick  Conaidine»  as 
agent  to  the  Defendants  in  Error,  of  the  porter  and  ale 
received  and  sold  by  him,  and  of  the  m<mies  paid  to 
him  as  such  agent,  was  admissible,  and  properly  re« 
ceived  in  evidence  against  the  said  John  Lysagfat,  in 
order  to  show  that  the  said  Patrick  Considine  had 
received,  as  such  agent,  the  sums  therein  stated  to 
have  been  received  by  him,  and  the  balance  stated  by 
him  to  be  <lue.  Sec  1  Phil.  £vid.  4  Ed.  285-6,  and 
tiie  cases  diere  cited. 

Seventhly,  That  upon  the  evidence  stated  in  the  bill 
of  exceptions,  the  averments  in  the  declaration,  that 
the  said  Patrick  Considine  had  been  appointed  by  die 
Defendants  in  Error,  and  had  acted  as  their  agent  for 
the. sale  of  ale  and  pprter  at  Banagher,  were  sufficiently 
proved. 

Eighthly,  That  upon  such  evidence,  the  sum  of 
money  remitted  by  the  said  Patrick  Considine  to  the 
Defendants  in  Error,  after  the  Sd  February  1821,  ought 
not  to  be  considered  as  applicable  to  the  discharge  of 
the  balance  of  379/.  1^.  9  id.  due  on  that  day,  but 
might  be  applied  by  the  Defendants  in  Error  in  dis- 
charge  of  the  debits  appearing  against  the  said  Patrick 
Considine  in  the  interval  between  the  said  dd  February 
and  the  time  of  his  death. 

Ninthly,  That  the  said  John  Lysaght  was  not  dis- 
charged from  his  liability  as  surety  for  the  said  Patrick 
Considine  by  reason  of  the  Defendants  in  Error  not 
having  informed  the  said  John  Lysaght  of  the  balance 
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due  by  said  Patrick  Considine  at  the  time  of  his  removal 
to  LoHghrea,  or  that  said  Patrick  Considine  had  ceased 
to  be  tbeir  agent  at  Banagher ;  or  by  their  not  having 
taken  any  proceedings  against  him  for  such  balance. 

Lord  Tenterden : — In  this  case  there  ar^  several  dis- 
tinct points  to  be  considered.  In  the  first  place,  we' 
have  to  attend  to  what  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
reoMPd,  and  to  the  question  as  to  the  demurrer  to  the 
replication  to  one  of  the  pleas.  There  are  several 
counts  in  the  declaration,  the  substance  of  which  is, 
that  the  Defendants,  Lysaght  and  Davem,  who  are 
here  the  Plaintiffs  in  Error,  undertook  to  guarantee  the 
&ithful  discharge  of  his  duty  by  one  Patrick  Consi- 
dine ;  and  it  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  declaration, 
that  the  question  arises  on  an  agreement,  and  the 
statute  of  frauds  requiring  that  it  should  be  in  writing, 
the  defendant,  Lysaght,  pleaded  the  general  issue  to 
the  whole  of  the  declaration ;  and  as  to  ten  of  the 
counts,  he  pleaded  specially,  ^^  that  the  said  several 
promises  in  these  counts  mentioned  were  special 
promises  to  answer  for  the  default  of  the  said  Patrick 
**  Considine,  and  that  no  agreement  in  respect  thereof, 
or  relating  to  the  said  several  supposed  causes  of 
action  in  these  counts  mentioned,  or  any  of  them, 
or  any  memorandum  or  note  thereof,  wherein  the 
*'  consideration  of  the  said  several  special  promises, 
or  any  of  them,  was  stated  or  spoken,  was  in  writing, 
or  M'as  signed  by  the  said  John  Lysaght,  or  by  any 
other  person  by  him  thereunto  lawfully  authorized**' 
It  is  not  necessary,  in  my  view  of  the  question,  to  con* 
sider  whether  this  plea  was  good  or  bad,  although 
I  should  be  rather  inclined  to  think  that  it  is  bad. 
But  the  replication  was,  ^^  that  notes  of  each  respec- 
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1851.  '*  tive  agreement  in  respect  of  and  relating  to  each 
Lys^ght  "  respective  cause  of  action,  in  each  of  these  respec- 
«nd  apother  *<  tivc  counts  mentioned,  wherein  the  consideration  of 
Walker  *^  the  special  promises  in  each  of  these  counts  men- 
and  others.  «  tioucd  was  Stated,  were  respectively  in  writing,  and 
"  signed  by  the  said  John  Lysaght"  To  this  replica- 
tion the  Defendant  below  demurred ;  and  the  question 
now  is,  whether  it  raised  an  issue  of  fact  proper  for 
the  consideration  of  a  jury,  for  if  it  transferred  aa 
issue  on  matter  of  law  from  the  court  to  the  jury,  it 
was  bad.  The  point  seems  to  be  this,  whether  this 
replication  went  to  leave  matter  of  law  to  be  tried  by 
the  jury. 
Siith Count.  .  Now  what  is  this  case?  The  declaration  states, 
''  that  in  consideration  that  they,  the  said  Plaintiffs, 
'^  would,  at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  the 
**  said  Defendants,  appoint  one  Patrick  Considine  their 
"  agent,  they  the  said  Defendants  undertook,  and  then 
'^  and  there  became  responsible  to  the  said  Plaintiffs 
'^  to  the  amount  of  500  /•  that  the  said  P.  Considine 
'^  would  faithfully  discharge  any  duty  assigned  to  or 
"  trust  reposed  in  him  by  the  Plaintiffs."  The  De- 
fendant pleads  that  no  agreement,  or  note  or  memo* 
rapdum  thereof,  wherein  the  consideration  pf  the  said 
several  special  promises,  or  any  of  them,  was  stated, 
was  in  writing,  or  signed  by  Lysaght 

The  Plaintiff's  reply,  that  notes  of  each  respective 
agreement,  wherein  the  consideration  for  the  promiaes 
W9S  stated,,  were  in  writing,  and  signed  by  Lysaght 
The  Defendant  pleads,  that  no  note  of  agreemoat  set- 
ting  forth  the  consideration  for  the  special  promises 
was  in  writing :  the  Plaintiff  replies,  that  notes  of  the 
agreement,  stating  the  consideration  for  the  special 
premier,  were  in  writing.     Now  the  question  is  not 
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Virhethep  the  plea  was  good  in  law  or  not,  but  whether 
tlie  replication  was  sufficient,  and  put  in  issue  a  point 
on  which  a  jury  might  give  a  verdict  It  seems  to  me, 
that  it  is  in  that  view  good  and  sufficient;  and  that 
the  court  below  did  right  in  over-ruling  the  demurrer. 

That  being  disposed  of,  we  now  come  to  the  bill  of 
exceptions,  and  we  are  to  see  whether  there  was  any 
consideration  for  the  engagement  entered  into  by 
the  Plaintiff  in  Error.  The  Undertaking  is  in  these 
words : 

*•  Lisconnor,  l6th  December  1816. 

**  Gentlemen, — Entertaining  the  highest  opinion  of 
•*  Mr.  Patrick  Considine's  integrity  of  character,  as 

well   as  propriety  of  conduct,   we   therefore  hold 

ourselves  responsible  to  you  in  the  sum  of  500  /.  for 
^'  his  discharging '  faithfully  and   honestly  any  duty 

assigned  to  or  trust  reposed  in  him." 
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It  appears  that  Considine  had  at  that  time  no  ap- 
pointment under  the  Defendants  in  Error ;  but  is  it 
possible  to  say  that  there  was  no  consideration,  when 
the  Plaintiffs  in  Error  say  to  the  Defendants  in  Error, 
"  if  you  will  employ  P.  C.  in  a  situation  of  trust  we 
^  guarantiee  that  he  shall  faithfully  perform  his  duty  ?" 
That  is  really  the  general  effect  of  the  Undertaking, 
and  it  seems  to  m6  evident  that  sufficient  considera- 
tion appears  on  the  face  of  it. 

The  next  question  is  whether  the  consideration  was 
such  as  was  alleged  in  these  counts,  t  think  it  was 
stich  a  consideration  as  that  which  is  alleged  in 
the  sixth  count,  and  if  it  is  alleged  properly  in  any 
of  the  counts,  ihat  is  sufficient  to  support  the  action. 
The  letter  of  guarantee  is  perfectly  general.  The  early 
c6unt3  stated  the  gnarantee  to  be  for  the  faithful  dis- 
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«         /      ^^  ^j^.  ^^^  porter  at  Banaerher,  but  the  sixth  count  is 

aiid  another  perfectly  general,  that  the  Plaintiff  in  Error  undertook 
WAfRER  ^^^  became  responsible  to  the  Defendants  in  Error,  to 
aiidoUiers.  the  amount  of  500/.,  that  said  P.  C.  would  faithfully 
and  honestly  discharge  ant/  duty  assigned  to  or  trust 
reposed  in  him  by  the  Defendants  in  Error,  and  the 
responsibility  undertaken  in  the  letter  was,  '^  for  his 
^^  discharging  faithfully  and  honestly  any  duty  assigned 
^'  to  or  trust  reposed  in  him."  The  count  does  not 
represent  the  Plaintiffs  in  Error  as  undertaking  for 
Considine,  as  agent  at  any  particular  place,  but  states 
the  undertaking  for  him  generally  as  agent,  without 
naming  any  particular  place,  and  this  seems  to  me 
sufficiently  to  follow  the  terms  of  the  guarantee. 

The  next  question  on  the  bill  of  exceptions  was, 

whether  the  learned  J  udge  ought  to  have  directed  the 

jury,  as  matter  of  law,  on  the  ground  mentioned  in 

Sixth        the  sixth  exception,  to  find  for  the  Defendants,  or  in 

xception.    ^|.j^j.  ^Qfdg^  whether  the  question  was  one  proper  for 

the  consideration  of  a  jury,  because,  if  it  was,  then  the 
Judge  was  not  bound  to  direct  them  absolutely  to  find 
either  one  way  or  the  other.  The  exception  was,  that 
inasmuch  as  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  so  given 
on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs,  that  P.  C.  had,  after  the 
3d  of  February  1821,  remitted  to  the  said  PIainti& 
sums  of  money  amounting  in  the  entire  to  more  than 
the  said  balance  of  379'-  due  on  that  day ;  the  learned 
Judge  ought  to  tell  the  jury,  that  the  sum  so  remitted 
should  be  considered. as  applicable  to  the  discharge  of 
the  said  balance,  but  that  the  Judge  refused  to  give 
such  direction  to  the  jury.  The  Judge,  it  appears,  did 
not  think  himself  warranted  to  give  the  jury  that  kind  of 
direction,  and  he  accordingly  left  it  for  the  jury  to  say^ 
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npon  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances,  whether 
the  subsequent  remittances  were  a  discharge  of  the  first 
sum-  There  are  several  Cases  where  it  has  been  held, 
that  where  running  accounts  are  kept,  as  between  part- 
ners and  the  interests  of  third  parties  are  concerned, 
subsequent  payments  are  to  be  held  as  a  discharge  of 
previous  balances  due,  so  as  to  discharge  the  third 
parties.  That  is  the  case  in  partnerships,  and  I  am 
not  prepared  at  this  moment  to  say,  whether  sureties 
may  or  may  not  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  the  third 
parties.  But  what  was  the  situation  of  Considine  in  this 
case  ?  He  was  agent  for  the  Defendants  in  Error,  for 
the  sale  of  their  ale  and  porter  at  Banagher,  from  1817 
till  February  1821,  when  he  was  indebted  to  them  in  a 
balance  of  379  /• ;  he  then  goes  to  Loughrea,  retaining 
bis  character  of  agent,  and  accounts  to  his  employers  for 
his  weekly  receipts,  and  makes  remittances  to  them  of 
monies  so  received  for  them  at  Loughrea ;  and  then  the 
question  is,  whether  the  monies  so  received  and  re- 
mitted are  to  be  considered,  as  an  absolute  rule  of  law, 
as  being  paid  in  discharge  of  the  balance  remaining 
due  on  the  Banagher  account,  or  whether  they  may  not 
be  considered  as  remittances  to  the  employers  of  the 
proceeds  of  their  own  goods  sold  at  Loughrea,  inde* 
pendently  of  the  Banagher  balance ;  suppose  the  agent 
had  written  a  letter  to  his  employers  from  Ix>ughrea, 
stating,  '^  I  have  tliis  day  received  from  such  a  person, 

for  goods  of  yours,  sold  to  him  here,  a  sum  of  20  /. 

and  this  I  send  to  you ;"  it  seems  to  me  contrary  to 
the  plain  sense  of  the  case  to  say,  that  this  was  not 
a  remittance  for  goods  sold  at  Loughrea,  but  a  pay« 
ment  in  reduction  or  discharge  of  a  previous  balance. 
Suppose,  then,  that  in  the  case  of  sureties,  as  well  as 
third  persons  dealing  with  partners,  it  should  be  held 
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as  an  absolute  rule  of  law,  that,  unless  the  contrary 
appeared,  subsequent  remittances  should  be  considered 
as  payments  of  a  previous  balance ;  can  you  not  so 
frame  your  accounts  as  to  take  them  out  of  the  rale,  as, 
for  instance,  might  not  the  parties  in  this  case  so  frame 
their  accounts  as  to  make  it  manifest  on  the  face  of 
them,  that  monies  received  on  the  sale  of  their  goods 
at  Lpughrea  were  remitted  to  them  as  the  produce  of 
the  sale  of  these  goods  and  not  as  payments  on  ac« 
count  of  a  previous  b^ance  ?  If  they  might,  then  it 
seems  to  me,  that  the  Judge  was  not  bound  to  direct 
the  jury  to  find  in  opposition  to  the  frame  of  the 
accounts  as  they  appeared  on  the  evidence,  and  that 
he  was  not  bound  to  tell  the  jury  that  they  must  con* 
sider  the  remittances  from  Loughrea  as  paid  by  the 
agent  out  of  his  own  money,  in  reduction  of  a  previous 
balance.  I  think  then,  that  the  learned  Judge  was 
right  in  leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  on  consideration 
of  all  the  circumstances,  on  what  account  the  remit-^ 
tances  were  made.  The  jury  were  of  opinion  that  the 
remittances  were  made  for  goods  sold  at  Loughrea,  and 
they  found  for  the  Plaintiffs  below  for  the  balance  of 
379  l^f  which  was  afterwards  amended  by  reducing  the 
sum  from  379  /.  to  338  /•  which  was  the  balance  men- 
tioned in  some  of  the  accounts.  I  have  looked  through 
them,  and  do  not  find  that  any  sum  was  remitted  from 
Loughrea  beyond  the  monies  received  there.  How 
then  has  the  balance  beei^  reduced?  The  way  in 
which  it  was  reduced  was  by  the  agent  taking  credit 
for  salary  and  charges,  and  not  by  payments  made  out 
of  his  own  money.  Looking  at  the  whole  of  the  case, 
I  think  the  Judge  was  not  bound  to  direct  the  jury,  aa 
matter  of  law,  to  find  that  the  remittances  were  made 
in  discharge  of  the  b^ance,  and  that  he  was  right  in 
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leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  remittances  rissi. 

were  to  be  so  applied  or  not     The  advice,  therefore,  l^^II^t 

which  I  have  to  give  your  Lordships  is,  to  affirm  the  «><*  another 

judgment     These  are  rather  nice  points,  and.  I  say  Walker 

nothing  about  costs.  *°^  "'**^' 

Judgment  affirmed  accordingly.    , 
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FROM   THE   IRISH  EXCHEQUER   CHAMBER. 


Fausset 


Plaintiff  in  Error. 


Carpenter  (E^dem.VALUKn\j^^j.^^^^.^j^^^ 

AND  others)      -      -      -      .  J       "^ 

A  person  having  a  legal  estate  in  certain  premises  as 
trustee,  and  an  equitable  and  beneficial  interest  in  the  same 
estate,  executes  a  deed  which  might  be  construed  either  as 
purporting  to  pass  both  estates,  or  only  the  equitable  estate 
which  alone  he  had  a  right  to  convey ;  held,  that  the  instru- 
ment should  be  construed  as  intending  to  pass  only  the  estate 
which  he  had  a  right  to  convey ;  for  a  party  shall  be  presumed 
to  have  intended  to  do  only  that  which  he  had  a  right  to  do, 
provided  the  instrument  be  fairly  and  reasonably  capable  of 
that  construction. 

The  assignee  in  possession  of  an  equitable  life-estate  from 
tenant  for  life,  widiout  impeachment  of  waste,  holds  over 
after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  against  the  trustee 
holding  the  legal  estate  both  for  tenant  for  life  and  remainder^ 
men :  his  adverse  possession  as  against  the  trustee  does  not 
commence  till  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  till  then 
the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  begin  to  run. 

In  Error  on  a  judgment  given  by  an  inferior  court  on 
exceptions,  the  Court  of  Error  is  confined  to  the  points  raised 
by  the  exceptions,  and  cannot  travel  dehors. 


Catherine,  Axna-Maria,  and  Elxnor  Smith, 
daughters  and  co-heiresses  of  Edward  Smith,  be- 
came, at  his  death  in  17^8,  entitled  in  fee  to  the 
property  called  the  Callowhill  Estates,  in  the  county 
of  Fermanagh,  subject  to  a  fee-farm  rent  of  50  /•  per 
Deed  of  Set-  annum.  In  177 1 9  Catherine  Smith,  the  eldest  daughter, 
tiementi77i.  being  then  of  age,  intermarried  with  Patrick  Palmer, 
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barrister  at  law,  son  of  the  Rev.  Thomas  Palmer,  and  48Si. 
on  the  SI  St  September  in  that  year  a  deed  of  settlement  faussct 
was  executed,  whereby  certain  lands  called  Corriffena  ^  v- 
and  Lismacmurragh,  in  the  county  of  Longford,  held 
by  Thomas  Palmer  on  leases  for  lives  renewable  for 
ever,  were  conveyed  to  trustees,  Robert  Waller  and 
the  Rev.  Henry  Palmer,  to  the  use  of  Thomas  Palmer^ 
the  father  of  Patrick,  till  the  marriage  should  take 
effect,  and  afterwards  in  truist  to  permit  Thomas  to 
take  the  rents  and  profits  for  life ;  and  in  case  Patrick 
should  die  before  Thomas,  or  at  whatever  time  he 
should  die,  living  the  said  Catherine,  then  from 
Patrick  s  death  to  the  use  of  Catherine  his  wife,  that 
she  might  take  therefrom  for  life  an  annuity  of  60/. ; 
and  in  case  of  the  death  of  Thomas,  living  the  said 
Patrick,  then  in  trust  to  permit  Patrick  to  take  the 
rents  and  profits  for  life,  and  in  case  of  issue  one  child 
only  at  the  death  of  Patrick,  to  convey  and  assign  to 
such  issue  in  the  manner  therein  directed ;  and  in  case 
of  two  or  more  children,  then  in  trust  to  convey  and 
assign  to  such  children  in  such  way  and  in  such  pro-- 
portions  as  Patrick  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint ; 
and  in  case  no  appointment  by  him,  then  as  Catherine 
should  appoint ;  and  in  case  of  no  appointment  by  her, 
then  as  the  trustees  or  the  survivor  should  appoint ; 
and  in  case  of  no  appointment,  then  in  trust  to  convey 
and  assign  the  said  leasehold  interest  to  the  issue  of 
the  marriage,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in 
common,  at  their  respective  ages  of  21. 

And  Catherine,  for  the  considerations  mentioned, 
conveyed .  her  third  part  of  the  Callowhill  estates  to 
the  trustees,  Robert  Waller  and  Henry  Palmer,  to  her 
own  use  till  her  marriage,  and  then  to  the  use  of 
Patrick  Palmer  her  husband,  for  life,  without  impeach- 
ment of  waste,  remainder  to  the  trustees  to  preserve 
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G0DtJ9gent  remainders ;  and  after  the  death  of  Patrick, 
to  the  Me  of  the  said  Catherine  and  her  ossigM  during  her 
life^  zvithotU  impeachment  of  waste^  and  after  her  de- 
cease to  the  use  of  the  issue,  in  such  manner  and  for 
such  estates  as  before  declared  in  respect  of  the  lands 
of  Corrigena  and  Lismacmurragh.  This  deed  was 
duly  registered  on  the  S6th  October  1771* 

The  marriage  took  effect,  and  in  1776  Patrick  the 
husband  died,  leaving  Catherine,  his  widow,  and  two 
song  and  three  daughters  issue  of  the  marriage. 
Elinor  Smith,  third  daughter  of  Edward  Smith,  in 
1774  intermarried  with  the  Ret.  Henry  Palmer,  one 
of  the  trustees.  In  I775  Anna  Marta,  the  second 
daughter  intermarried  with  the  Rev.  William  New- 
Cornell,  bishop  .of  Waterford,  afterwards  primate  of 
Ireland:  and  in  1778  Catherine  married  a  second 
husband,  the  Rev.  Joseph  Stock,  afterwards  bishop  of 
Killalo,  and  subsequently  of'  Waterford.  Elinor^  the 
wife  of  Henry  Palmer  the  trustee,  died  in  177Sj  leaving 
her  husband  and  a  son  surviving. 

In  1793  Stock  and  Newcomen  and  their  wives  le* 
vied  fines  of  their  shares  of  the  lands  of  Callowhill ; 
and  by  lease  and  release,  dated  31$t  December  1793 
^d  1st  January  1794,  they,  together  with  Henry 
Paltner,  ouse  of  the  trustees,  who  had  been  husband 
of  Elinor,  the  other  co-heiress  of  Edward  Smithy  in 
consideration  of  a  sum.  of  4,000/.  to  them  paid  by 
William  FaussQt,  father  of  the  Plaintiff  in  Error,  in  the 
proportions  therein  mentioned,  viz.:  1,333/.  6^.  fti/. 
to  Newcomoi  and  his  wife;  1,333/.  6^.  Si/,  to  Stock 
and  Catherine  his  wife,  and  1»333/.  6^.  81/.  to  Henry 
Palmer ;.  conveyed  the  whole  of  the  Callowhill  estates 
to  William  Fausset,.  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 
.  And  Stock  and  Newcomen^  and  their  wives,  for  them- 
selves, their  heirs^  executors, .  &c.,  and  Henry  Pafaner, 
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for  himself,  his  heirs,  ftc,  and  for  the  heirs  of  Elinor       )83i. 
his  wife,  deceased,  covenanted  for  title  and  quiet  en-     Faus»st 
joyment,  and  for  further  assurance,  and  that  the  fines   c.^^^'^e^teiu 
should  enure  to  the  use  of  Fausset.    This  deed  was 
registered  in  March  1801. 

No  appointment  was  made  of  the  lands  of  Callow- 
hill  ;  and  on  the  death  of  Catherine  in  1806,  her 
children  by  Patrick  Palmer  became  entitled,  as  was 
alleged,  to  the  equitable  estate  as  tenants  in  common 
under  the  deed  of  1771.  William  Fausset  remained 
in  possession  of  the  lands  from  1794  till  1621,  when 
he  died,  and  his  son  Charles  Fausset,  the  Plaintiff  in 
EjTor,  entered  into  possession  in  which  he  had 
continued. 

In  1820  this  ejectment  was  brought  in  the  Court  of  Ejectment  by 
King's  Bench  by  the  Defendant  in  Error,  as  lessee  of  ^^^^^' 
the  children  of  Catherine  Smith  by  her  first  husband, 
Patrick  Palmer,  and  also  of  Anna  Maria  Newcomen, 
and  James  Palmer,  son  of  Henry  Palmer  and  Elinor 
Smith,  and  also  of  the  representatives  of  Robert 
Waller,  the  surviving  trustee  under  the  deed  of  I771> 
in  whom  the  legal  estate  was  vested,  in  order  to  con* 
test  the  validity  of  the  fines  of  1793,  and  the  convey- 
ance of  1794.  The  demises  were  so  laid  as  to  include 
the  whole  of  the  Callowhill  estates,  but  it  was  stated 
by  tbe  Plaintiff's  counsel  at  the  trial,  that  substantially 
the  suit  was  at  the  instance  of  the  Palmers,  children 
of  Catherine,  who  sought  to  recover  only  their  third 
part. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  at  the  spring  assizes  for 
die  county  of  Fermanagh  in  1824,  and  the  deed  of 
1771,  the  fines  of  1793,  and  deed  of  1794,  the  pos^ 
session  of  the  Fausset's  having  been  given  in  evi- 
dence, the  counsel  for  the  Plaintiff  in  Error  required 
the  Judge  (Jebb)  to  direct  the  jury  that  the  fines  and 
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1831.      proclamations  of  1793,  and  the  deed  of  1794|  and  the 
Fausset     possession  under  it,  constituted  a  disseisin  of  Robert 
V.  Waller,  the  surviving  trustee,  or  insisted  that  he  ought 

to  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  presume  that  there  had  been 
such  a  disseisin;  but  the  Judge,  on  the  contrary, 
directed  that  the  fines  and  proclamations  had  no  legal 
effect  to  affect  the  title  of  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff  at 
law,  and  that  there  was  no  adverse  possession,  as 
against  Waller  or  his  heirs ;  and  to  this  the  counsel 
Exceptions,  excepted.  The  counsel  next  insisted  that  the  execution 
of  the  deed  of  1794  by  the  trustee,  Henry  Palmer, 
was  an  ouster  of  the  other  trustee.  Waller,  by  the  said 
Henry  Palmer,  and  that  the  possession  for  SO  years 
under  it  was  an  adverse  possession,  as  against  Waller 
and  his  heirs,  and  that  the  suit  was  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  and  that  the  Judge  ought  so  to 
direct  the  jury ;  but  the  Judge,  on  the  contrary,  di- 
rected them  that  they  were  not  at  liberty  to  presume 
such  ouster,  and  that  their  right  of  entry  was  not 
barred  by  the  statute ;  and  to  this  the  counsel  excepted. 
The  counsel  also  insisted  that  the  Judge  ought  to 
direct  the  jury,  that  from  the  evidence  they  might 
presume  that  Waller  had  executed  a  confirmation  of 
the  deed  of  1794,  or  otherwise  that  at  least  the  execu- 
tion of  that  deed  by  Henry  Palmer  operated  to  convey 
to  Fausset  a  moiety  of  Catherine's  third  part  of  the 
Callowhill  estates;  but  the  Judge  directed  the  con- 
trary, and  the  counsel  excepted.  The  jury  found  for 
the  Plaintiff. 

A  bill  of  exceptions  having  been  then  tendered,  and 
sealed,  the  same  came  on  for  argument  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  in  T.  T.  18S5,  when  the  exceptions 
were  overruled,  and  judgment  given  against  the  Plain- 
tiff in  Error ;  and  on  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber 
this  judgment  was  afiirmed.     Whereupon  the  Plaintiff 
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in  error  brought  his  writ  of  error  returnable  in  Dom.        issi. 
PrtM^.,  and  siubmitted  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be      ^T^    ^ 
reversed  for  the  following  reasons :  v. 

Cakpentf.b. 

First,  Because  the  ejectment  was  not  brought  within 
90  years  after  the  title  of  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff 
claiming  the  legal  estate  accrued,  and  that  sufficient 
facts  appear  in  the  case  to  prevent  the  defendants  in 
error,  by  force  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  10th 
of  King  Charles  the  First,  from  recovering  in  this 
ejectment. 

Secondly,  Because  the  fine  levied  by  Joseph  Stock 
and  Catherine  his  wife,  in  Hilary  Term,  in  the  33d 
year  of  the  reign  of  King  George  the  Third,  with  pro- 
clamations, for  the  purpose  of  conve3ring  the  estate  to 
a  purchaser,  and  the  subsequent  declaration  of  the  uses 
thereof,  to  William  Fausset,  and  his  heirs,  for  full  and 
valuable  consideration,  and  actual  possession  of  the 
satd  William  Fausset  during  his  lifetime,  and  after  his 
death,  of  the  defendant  under  such  title  from  Ist  Ja- 
nuary 1794,  without  entry  or  claim,  until  the  present 
ejectment  was  brought,  was  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
operation  of  the  fine,  and  afford  to  the  defendant  the 
protection  of  the  statute  of  limitations  against  Robert 
Waller,  and  his  heirs,  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff. 

Thirdly,  Because  William  Fausset,  the  purchaser 
for  full  value,  was  a  stranger  to  the  trusts  of  the  deed 
of  1771,  and  had  no  notice  thereof,  and  never  did  any 
act  recognizing  the  title  of  the  trustees,  and  as  the  fine 
of  Hilary  Term,  SSd  George  the  Third,  and  the  deed 
of  1794,  professed  to  convey  a  legal  estate  to  him,  he 
had  a  right  to  suppose  that  a  legal  estate  was  conveyed, 
and  never  claimed  any  protection  from  the  estate 
vested  in  the  trustees ;  he  therefore  entered  claiming 
the  legal  estate,  and  by  his  entry  and  subsequent  pos- 
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18S1.       session  gamed  such  a  sufficient  legal  seisin  as  to  aflford 
Facsset     ^^  ^*"^  *^^  protection  of  the  statute  of  limitatiotis. 
^     V.  Fourthly,  That  the  said  William  Fausset  having: 

been  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration,  without 
notice  from  Joseph  Stock,  and  Catherine  his  wife,  who 
Were  in  possession,  and  treated  the  estate  as  their  own, 
without  any  interference  of  the  trustees,  one  of  whom, 
namely,  Henry  Palmer,  was  a  party  to  the  said  deed 
of  I794,  and  the  executioh  whereof,  by  the  said 
Catherine  Stock,  was  attested  by  Thomas  f^almer,  her 
eldest  son,  and  one  of  the  cestui  que  trust  of  the  said 
deed  of  1771,  and  which  deed  Was  also  attested  by 
Mungo  Henry  Noble  Waller,  one  of  the  lessors  of  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  ejectment,  the  Plaintiff  in  Error  is 
entitled  to  have  every  presumption  made  in  his  favour 
of  which  the  law  will  allow ;  It  ought,  therefore,  to 
have  been  left  to  the  jtlty  to  say,  whether,  under  all 
the  circumstances,  they  would  not  presume  such  dis- 
^isin  or  adverse  possession  to  the  title  of  Robert 
Waller,  the  surviving  trustee  in  the  settlement  of  l771f 
as  to  afford  the  said  William  Faussett,  and  the  Plaintiff 
in  Error,  deriving  title  under  him,  the  protection  of  the 
statute  of  limitations  from  the  said  titne  of  the  entry  of 
the  said  William  Fausset,  under  the  fine  and  convey- 
ance as  aforesaid. 

Fifthly,  Because  the  judgment  in  ejectment  was  for 
the  entirety  of  the  lands  contained  in  the  said  settle* 
ment  6f  1771,  founded  upon  the'  legal  title  of  the  heirs 
of  Robert  Waller,  the  surviving  trustee  named  therein, 
although  the  said  Henry  Palmer,  to  whom  jointly  with 
said  Robert  Waller  the  legal  estate  had  been  cbnv^ed 
by  the  said  settlement  of  1771 9  joined  in  the  said  con- 
teyance  of  1794,  and  thereby  severed  the  joint  tenancy, 
and  passed  to  the  said  Willi&m  Fausset  thef  legal  estate 
in  at  least  his  moiety  thet^of. 
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For  the  Defendant  in  Error  it  was  contended  that       i8Si. 
the  judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed,  for  the  following     f^usset 
reasons :  ^     ^* 

QjkRP£liT£R. 

As  to  said  first  ground  of  Exception. 

First,  Because  the  said  fine  of  the  said  Catherine, 
and  her  second  husband,  was  inoperative  to  affect  or 
bar  the  title  and  right  of  entry  of  the  lessors  of  the 
Plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  bringing  the  said  ejectment, 
inasmuch  as  none  of  the  parties  to  said  fine  had  any 
legal  estate  in  the  said  lands  at  the  time  of  levying  the 
same,  or  at  any  time  afterwards. 

Secondly,  Because  the  possession  of  the  grantee 
under  said  deed  and  conveyance  of  the  1st  of  January 
1794  cannot  be  considered  as  adverse  to  the  title  of 
the  trustees  in  the  deed  of  1771  >  during  the  life  of 
said  Catherine,  the  said  Catherine,  in  concurrence 
with  her  then  husband,  being  competent  to  transfer 
her  life-estate  and  interest  in  the  said  lands  to  the  said 
grantee,  by  their  said  fine  and  deed,  and  consequent* 
]y  the  said  trustees  having  become  the  trustees  of 
said  grantee,  after  the  execution  of  the,  said  convey- 
ance of  1794,  they  could  not  have  entered  or  disturbed 
the  possession  of  the  said  William  Faussett,  and  those 
deriving  under  him,  such  possession  having  been 
Tightfid^  and  not  adverse^  during  the  life  of  said  Ca- 
therine. 

Thirdly,  Because  it  is  indispensable  to  constitute  a 
disseisin^  or  evidence  on  which  it  may  be  presumed 
that  the  possession  should  have  been  held  adversely  to 
the  legal  title  in  the  lands.    . 

As  to  the  second  and  third  grounds  of  Exception. 
Fourthly,  Because  presumptions  are  made  and  autho* 
rized  by  the  law  only  in  sui^ort  of  rightful  possession, 
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1831.       and  never  to  effect  a  tortious  breach  of  trust j  in  de- 
Fausset      struction  of  the  rights  and  interests  of  rightful  owners. 

Carp^'rkter       ^^  *^  ^^  ^^*  ground  of  Exception. 

and  others.  Fifthly,  Bccause  the  deed  of  January  1794  cannot  be 
construed  as  insisted  on  by  Appellant  in  this  excep- 
tion to  operate  to  pass  the  said  Catherine's  third  part 
of  the  lands  and  premises  thereby  conveyed,  which  was 
then  vested  in  the  said  Henry  ^2\mex  jointhf  with  Robert 
Waller  in  trust  for  the  uses  of  the  settlement  of  1771* 
without  violating  the  clear  and  manifest  intent  and 
object  of  the  parties  to  the  said  deed,  deducible  from  its 
language,  and  the  covenants  therein  contained.  This  is 
evident  from  the  -manner  in  which  the  purchase-money 
is  agreed  and  recited  to  be  paid  in  several  distinct  and 
equal  thirds  to  the  several  grantors  and  their  respective 
wives,  or  in  their  right,  and  from  the  omission  of  the 
name  of  the  said  co-trustee,  Robert  Waller,  in  the  said 
conveyance,  without  whose  concurrence  it  is  admitted 
the  whok  of  said  trust-estate  in  said  third  could  not  be 
transferred ;  and  the  rather  as  such  construction  would 
necessarily  make  the  said  Heury  Palmer  guilty  of  a 
gross  breach  of  trust  in  the  said  conveyance,  which  the 
law  never  will  suppose  or  admit  where  another  reason- 
able construction,  consistent  with  the  apparent  intent 
of  the  instrument,  and  the  granting  parties  therein,  can 
be  given  to  the  deed. 

Sugden  (Sir  E.)  and  Preston^  for  Plaintiff  in  Error. 
Treslove  and  Jbbot^  for  Defendants  in  Error. 

The  following  cases  were  cifed  :— Croft  v. 


Plowd.  536 ;  Hulme  v.  Haylock,  Cro.  Car.  200 ;  Sil- 
way  V.  Silway,  1  Vent.  260 ;  Rowe  t;.  Power,  2  Bos. 
&  Pull.  N.  R.  1 ;  Lord  Huntingtower's  case,  in  note  to 
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Pycroft  V.  Gregory,  4  Russ.  526 ;  Keene  v.  Deardon, 
8  £a«t,  298 ;  Maiden  v.  Menill,  2  Atk.  3 ;  Smith  v. 
Packhurst,  3  Atk.  135-141 ;  2  Stra.  1105,  And.  315 ; 
LleweUin  t;.  Mackworth,  Barnard.  54<5 ;  2  Eq.  Ab.  579^ 
pi.  8, 

It  was  objected  that  judgment  had  been  given  for 
the  entirety  of  the  estate,  whereas  the  real  parties  in- 
terested claimed  only  a  third  part ;  but  that  point  was 
not  raised  on  the  exceptions,  out  of  which  the  Lords 
were  of  opinion  they  could  not  travel. 

Lard  JVt/nford: — I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to 
trouble  your  Lordships  with  more  than  a  few  obser- 
vations on  this  case.  The  points  made  are  two; 
firsts  as  to  the  construction  of  the  deed  of  1794 ;  se- 
condly, as  to  the  statute  of  limitations. 

As  to  the  construction  and  effect  of  the  deed  of 
1794,  I  take  it  on  the  principle  stated  by  Sir  £.  Sug- 
den,  the  counsel  for  the  Appellant.  He  states  that 
the  purchaser  takes  what  the  parties  conveying  assume 
to  sell,  and  buys  that,  and  no  more.  Then  look  at 
the  deed,  and  see  what  is  the  scope  and  effect  of  it. 
Palmer  and  the  other  parties  interested  agree  to  sell^ 
and  we  are  to  collect  from  the  whole  of  the  instru- 
ment taken  together,  whether  it  was  the  intention  of 
H.  Palmer  to  convey  only  that  estate  in-  the  premises 
which  belonged  to  him  in  right  of  his  wife,  and  which 
he  was  entitled  to  convey,  or  whether  it  was  his  inten- 
tion to  convey  also  the  legal  estate,  in  which  he  had 
no  beneficial  interest  but  which  he  had  merely  as 
trustee.  The  only  difficulty  in  this  case  arises  from 
the  double  character  held  by  Palmer  with  respect  to 
these  estates,  and  then  let  us  see  what  he  conveys. 
Mr.  Abbot  puts  the  principle  in  the  strongest  possible 
way,  and  that  is,  that  your  Lordships,  in  judging  of 
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8  March. 
Judgment. 
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1831.  the  design  and  object  of  a  deed,  will  aot  presume 
fIusset  ^^t  &  paity  executing  the  deed  meant  to  do  and  did 
V'  what  he  was  wrong  in  doing,  when  a  constraction 
may  be  put  on  the  instrument  perfectly  consistent  with 
his  doing  only  what  he  had  a  right  to  do.  He  had 
a  right  to  convey  his  own  estate,  but  he  did  wrong  if 
he  conveyed  mote.  The  parties  to  this  deed  are  New* 
eomen  and  his  wife,  Stock  and  his  wife,  and  lienry 
Palmer,  who,  as  his  wife  Elinor,  the  other  co-h^reas 
of  Smith,  was  then  dead,  was  probably  to&ant  by  the 
courtesy,  and  they  conveyed  the  Callowhill  estates  to 
William  Fausset  in  consideration  of  a  sum  of  4,000  L 
If  the  instrument  had  stopped  there,  one  mig^t  say  that 
each  meant  to  convey  the  entirety — ^but  mark  what 
follows — ^in  three  equal  proportions  of  1,333  L  6  s.  8  d.^ 
stated  tp  be  severally  paid  to  each  of  the  said  grantors 
respectively.  Each  therefore  takes  his  proportion  of 
the  price,  and  the  fieiir  presumption  is,  that  each  sells 
his  proportion  only.  By  the  covenants  for  title  2axA 
quiet  enjoyment,  Palmer  appears  to  be  dealing  only 
with  the  interest  which  he  had  in  right  of  his  wife, 
and  covenants  for  himself  and  for  her  heirs.  Sir  £. 
Sugden  says  that  the  covenants  are  strong  in  his  fa- 
vour, since  they  went  to  the  entirety  of  the  estate* 
No  doubt  they  might  be  considered  as  leaning  to  hia 
side  of  the  question,  if  taken  in  these  terms^;  but  we 
must  take  the  whole  of  the  instrument  together,  and 
then  it  appears  that  each  covenants  for  what  he  sells, 
and  then  the  whole  three  coveaant  for  the  entirety  of 
their  interests.  The  plain  meaning  therefiiM'e  i^,  that 
H*  Palmer  does  not  here  convey  the  estate  which  he 
had  as  a  trustee,  and  which  he  would  have  done  wrong 
in  conveying,  but  that  he  conveys  only  the  estate 
which  belonged  to  him  in  right  of  his  wife,  and  which 
he  bad  a  right  to  convey. 
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The  second  point  is  the  statute  of  limitations;  and  1851. 
if  the  argument  for  the  Plaintiff  in  Error  on  that  ground  f^usset 
were  good  for  any  thing,  it  would  be  needless  to  make  «. 
marriage  setdements,  or  any  settlements  intended  to 
out-last  the  lives  of  the  parties  to  them.  Catherine 
Stock  had  an  equitable  estate  for  life  in  the  third  of 
the  CallowhiU  estates,  and  after  her  death  it  went  to 
her  children.  AH  that  she  could  convey  was  that 
equitable  estate  for  life,  and  that  she  had  expressly 
a  right  to  assign,  and  she  and  her  second  husband. 
Stock,  do  convey  it  to  Fausset,  who  stands,  with  re- 
ference to  the  trustees,  in  exactly  the  same  situation  as 
she  did ;  and  she  being  die  cestui  que  trust  for  life, 
the  possession  of  Fausset  during  her  life  could  not  be 
an  adverse  possession  as  against  the  trustee.  Sir  E. 
Sugden  says  that  there  may  be  cases  where  the  posses- 
sion of  the  cestui  ^  trust  may  be  adverse  as  against 
the  trustee.  I  wiH  not  say  that  it  is  absolutely  impos- 
sible that  there  should  be  such  cases,  but  if  there  are, 
they  must  be  strictly  confined  to  those  cases  where  the 
cestui  que  trust  holds  the  trustee  at  defiance,  and  says 
to  him,  *^  You  are  no  trustee  for  me,  and  I  utterly 
deny  your  title  to  be  my  trustee.**  That  is  not  this 
case.  Sir  E.  Sugden  says  that  her  conveyance  created 
a  difference  in  the  relations  between  the  cestui  que 
trust  and  the  trustee.  No  such  thing;  for  Fausset 
during  ber  life  stood  in  the  same  relation  to  the  trus- 
tees that  she  did,  and  they  were  expressly  made  trus- 
tees for  her  assigns  as  well  as  for  herself  Fausset 
was  not  in  therefore  by  wrong,  till  her  dealh,  and 
tfll  dmt  time  the  possession  was  not  adverse,  and  the 
statute  did  not  till  then  begin  to  run. 

As  to  the  point  of  form,  I  need  say  nothing,  as  it 
has  not  been  raised  on  the  exceptions,  and  we  are 
here  confined  to   the  exceptions.     I  recollect  that 
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183U       when  I  was  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  I  sat 
Fausset     ^^  the  head  of  the  Court  of  Error  •  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  on  a  case  where  it  was  held  by  eight  Judges 
that  we  could  not  go  out  of  the  exceptions.     I  advise 
that  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 

Lord  Tenterden: — Concurring  in  what  has  been 
said  by  my  noble  and  learned  friend,  I  shall  trouble 
your  Lordships  with  only  a  very  few  observations. 
The  first  point  to  be  considered  is  the  effect  of  the 
deed  of  1794.  The  deed  was  executed  by  H.  Palmer, 
who  at  the  date  of  it  had  some  beneficial  interest  in 
the  estate  in  right  of  his  wife,  whether  as  tenant  by  the 
curtesy,  or  in  what  other  way,  is  not  very  material, 
and  a  legal  interest  as  a  trustee,  and  the  question  is 
whether  the  deed  of  1794  operated  as  a  conveyance 
only  of  that  to  which  he  was  beneficially  interested,  or 
extended  to  that  estate  of  which  he  was  trustee.  The 
question  here,  as  your  Lordships  will  observe,  is  not 
as  to  whether  a  person  having  two  estates,  both  of 
which  he  might  innocently  convey,  but  as  to  a  person 
having  two  estates,  one  of  which  he  might  innocently 
and  properly  convey,  and  the  other  of  which  he  could 
not  convey  without  fraud  and  a  breach  of  trust  I.  am 
satisfied  that  all  the  parties  conveying  meant  to  convey 
only  what  belonged  to  themselves,  and  that  H.  Palmer 
only  meant  to  convey  that  part  which  belonged  to  him 
in  right  of  his  wife.  The  consideration  was  the  sum 
of  4,000/.,  one  third  to  be  paid  to  the  Bishop  of 
Waterford  and  his  wife,  one  third  to  Joseph  Stock 
and  Catherine  his  wife,  and  the  other  third  to  Henry 
Palmer.  That  standing  alone  would  intimate  that  the 
parties  meant  to  convey  only  what  properly  belonged 
to  them,  and  that  supposition  is  confirmed  by  the  cove- 
nants.    Each  of  the  parties  covenants  for  that  party 
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and  those  who  might  claim  under  it,  and  Palmer  cove-        issi. 
nants  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors  and  administra-      Faussht 
tors,  and  for  the  heirs  of  Elinor  his  wife;  and  it  is  ^- 

observable  that  he  there  refers  to  the  right  of  his  wife ; 
and  so  he  covenants  against  any  encumbrances  by  his 
wife,  her  father,  &c.,  and  further  assures  for  her  and 
her  heirs.  The  form  of  the  covenants  show  that  he 
looked  only  to  the  rights  of  his  wife,  and  to  what  it 
was  lawful  for  him  to  convey,  and  the  Court  was  not 
bound  to  extend  the  scope  of  the  instrument  further, 
when  that  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  its  meaning. 

Then  as  to  the  statute  of  limitations ;  the  estate  was 
by  the  deed  of  settlement  of  IT?!  given  to  trustees, 
who  were  to  permit  her  or  her  assigns  to  take  the 
rents  and  profits  of  her  third  part  during  her  life. 
I  come  to  no  conclusion  upon  any  nice  distinction 
between  legal  and  equitable  estates.  My  opinion  is 
formed  on  the  single  ground  that  it  is  impossible,  under 
these  circumstances,  to  say,  with  any  ground  of  reason, 
that  the  possession  of  her  assignee  could  be  considered 
as  a  possession  adverse  to  that  of  a  trustee  holding 
subject  to  the  right  of  that  assignee.  I  also  advise 
that  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 

Mr.  Treslove : — Do  your  Lordships  please  to  make 
any  order  about  costs  ? 

Sir  -E.  Sugden : — I  never  heard  of  ;such  a  claim  hav- 
ing been  made  before  in  a  case  like  this.  I  have 
always  understood  that  costs  were  allowed  only  when 
the  appeal  was  without  any  reasonable  foundation. 

Xard  Tenterden : — I  am  not  aware  that  it*is  a  rule  of 
this  House  to  give  no  costs  wherever  an  appeal  or  writ 
of  error  presents  an  arguable  point.    The  Plaintiff  in 


CAftPCVTBR. 


246  CASES  IN  THB  HOUSE  Of  LORDS 

1631.       Error  has  already  Iiiaid  the  judgment  of  two  courts  of 

Facssct     "^^^  ^^^  ^  propose  that  the  judgment  be  affirmed  with 
V-         100/.  costs. 

As  to  the  point  of  form,  the  Court  below  has  power 
to  prevent  the  Plaintiff  below  from  recoveriug  more 
than  that  part  of  the  estate  to  which  his  lessors,  the 
children  of  Catherine,  are  entitled. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  100/.  costs. 
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ERROR. 

FROM    THE    IRISH    COURT   OF    EXCHEQUER    CHAMBER. 

Cooke  and  others  -       -     Plaintiffs  in  Error.     iMarch  15,  aa 


Bishop  of  Elphik  and 
another 


1831. 


Evidence. 


Defendants  in  Error. 

Vicarage. 
Curacy. 
«  Admission 

ill  quare  impedit  to  determine  the  ri^t  of  presentation  to  the  and 

Ticarage  of  K.  in  the  diocese  of  £.,  Plaintiff;  to  prove  the  ^S*?}"]?^"- 
presentation  of  a  clerk  by  the  person  under  whom  he  claimed, 
and  the  clerk's  admission  and  institution,  gave  in  evidence 
a  visitation-book  of  the  diocese  of  £,,  which  contained  the 
following  entry :  **  Hemicus  Compton,  injure  civili  Bacula- 
reus  ac  verbi  Dei  predicator,  atbamsus  fuit  ad  inserviendum 
curtt  anmarunif  in  ecclesia  parochiali  de  KUglasse,  per  Ed-- 
wardum,  Elphin.  Episcopum,  sexto  Octobris  1622/'  Through- 
cot  a  long  fist  of  entries  in  the  same  book,  when  the  duty 
wiB  ad  inserviendum  cunt  animarum,  or  adperagendum  of- 
fidum  curati,  the  word  admissus  was  used  as  in  the  above 
entry ;  when  the  admission  was  tn  vicariam,  the  words  used 
were  admissus  et  instituius. 

The  Judges  of  the  Irish  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  before  whom 
the  action  was  tried  at  Bar,  directed  the  Jury,  that  the  above 
entry  as  to  the  admission  of  Compton,  "  was  in  legal  con- 
stmction  to  be  taken  to  mean  that  Compton  had  been  ad- 
mitted and  instituted  to  the  vicarage  of  K.  on  a  presentar 
tion  by  some  other  person''  to  the  Bishop,  who  claimed  the 
advowson  in  right  of  his  see,  **  and  that  the  only  question 
for  the  Jury  was,  by  whom  the  presentation  was  made.'' 
Exception,  that  the  entry  should  not  in  legal  construction 
be  taken  to  mean  that  Compton  was  admitted  and  insti- 
tuted to  the  vicarage,  but  exception  overruled,  and  judg- 
ment for  Plaintiff;  TTie  judgment  reversed  by  the  Exche- 
qne?  Chamber,  and  the  judgment  of  reversal  affirmed  by 
the  Lords,  for  that  the  Judges  ought  not  to  have  taken 
^e  question  as  to  the  import  and  effect  of  the  entry  out  of 
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1831. 

Cook 
and  others 

Bishop  of 

Elpdin 

and  another* 


the  hands  of  the  Jury,  and  that  having  so  taken  it  upon 
themselves  they  put  a  wrong  construction  on  the  entry. 

This  was  an  action  oiquare  impedit,  commenced  in 
1822  by  the  Plaintiffs  in  Error  against  the  Bishop  of 
Elphin  and  his  clerk,  the  Reverend  T.  Lloyd,  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Ireland,  for  the  purpose  of 
having  it  determined  to  whom  belonged  the  right  of 
presentation  to  the  vicarage  of  Kilglas^,  in  the  dio- 
cese of  Elphin.  The  Plaintiffs  claimed  the  right  of 
presentation  as  lay-rectors  of  the  parish  of  Kilglass, 
deducing  their  title  from  Sir  Patrick  Bamwall,  to 
whom  the  rectory,  and,  as  they  alleged,  the  advow- 
son  of  the  vicarage  as  appendant  thereto,  was  granted 
by  letters  patent  of  James  the  First.  The  defence  was 
in  substance  that  the  Bishop  then  was,  and  his  prede- 
cessors had  been,  seised  of  the  advowson  of  the  vica- 
rage in  gToss,  and  as  of  fee  and  right,  in  right  of  the 
bishopric  of  Elphin;  and  that  the  Bishop,  being  so 
seised,  collated  Lloyd,  his  clerk,  who  was  duly  ad- 
mitted, instituted  and  inducted,  and  became  vicar  in- 
cumbent, H  hereby  the  church  was  full. 

The  action  was  tried  at  Bar  in  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Plei^  in  Ireland,  in  or  about  the  month  of  May 
1825.  At  the  trial,  the  Plaintiffs  having  set  out  their 
title  to  the  rectory  of  Killglass  through  the  Bamwall 
family,  it  became  necessary  to  prove  a  presentation  by 
one  of  the  persons  through  whom  they  claimed.  With 
this  view  the  Plaintiffs  produced  two  regal  visitation- 
books  of  the  diocese  of  Elphin,  one  dated  the  10th 
August  1615,  the  other  dated  l6th  October  1633;  by 
which  documents,  amongst  others,  they  proposed  to 
establish  the  right  of  die  Barnwell  family  to  the 
living,  and  the  actual  presentation  of  the  Rev.  Henry 
Compton  to  the  vicarage,  by  Sir  Patrick  Bamwall, 


€1 


ii 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WttlTS  OF  ERROR. 

together  with  the  admission  and  institution  of  that 
clerk,  by  the  then  Bishop  of  Elphin  in  the  year  1622. 
One  of  the  entries  in  the  regal  visitation-book  of  1633, 
(being  an  entry  respecting  the  admission  of  the  Rev. 
IJenry  Compton,)  is  in  the  following  words :  "  Hen- 
^*  ricus  Compton  in  jure  civili  Baccareus  ac  verbi  Dei 
^'  predicator,  admissus  fuit  ad  inserviend  cursB  anima- 
rum  in  Ecclii  p5li  de  Kilglasse,  per  Edwardum 
Elphin,  Epum,  sexto  Octobris,  1622."  The  con- 
struction of  this  entry  is  the  principal  point  tinder 
consideration. 

The  learned  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
in  Ireland,  in  their  summing  up  and  charge  to  the 
Jury,  declared  their  opinion  to  be,  ^'  That  die  said 
entry  in  the  said  regal  visitation-book,  of  l6th  Octo- 
ber 16S3,"  (meaning  thereby  the  entry  above  cited,) 
was  in  legal  construction  to  be  taken  to  mean,  in  the 
present  case,  that  the  said  Henry  Compton,  in  the 
said  entry  named,  was  admitted  and  instituted  by 
*'  the  said  Edward  King,  the  then  Bishop  of  Elphin, 
to  the  said  vicarage  of  Kilglass,  on  a  presenta- 
tion by  some  other  person  to  the  said  bishop ;  and 
that  the  only  question  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Jury  respecting  the  said  entry  was,  by  whom  the 
said  presentation  was  made ;  and  that  if  upon  the 
whole  of  the  evidence  the  said  Jury  should  believe 
that  such  presentation  of  the  said  Henry  Compton 
was  made  by  the  said  Patrick  Bamwall,  and  that  the 
"  advowson  of  the  said  vicarage  had  been  originally 
appendant  to  the  said  rectory,  and  had  not  been 
disappended  therefrom,  they  should  find  a  verdict 
**  for  the  Plaintiffs." 

The  Juiy  found  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  Defendant's  counsel  took  four  exceptions  to  the 
directions  of  tiie  Judges  as  to  the  title  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
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133  K       a&d  as  to  the  advowson  to  the  vkarage,  being  to  be 
CooE       t^en  by  intendment  of  law  to  be  appendant  to  the 
and  others     rectoiy,  if  there  was  no  safficient  evidence  to  the  con* 
Bishop  of    traiy.    These  are  not  here  materiali  but  they  took  a 
and  another.   ^^  exception  to  the  aboYe-mentioned  direction  of  die 
Judges,  as  to  the  entry  relative  to  Henry  Compton,  on 
which  alone  the  question  at  present  tarns,  and  that 
was  in  these  words  : 
Exception.  ^<  Whereupou  the  said  counsel  for  the  said  Defend- 

*f  ants  did  then  and  there,  on  behalf  of  the  said  De« 
^^  fendants,  except  to  the  said  opinion  of  the  said 
^'  learned  Judges,  and  did  then  and  there  insist  that 
*^  the  said  entry  ia  ijie  said  regal  visitation-book 
f^  should  not»  in  legal  construction,  be  taken  in  iJiis 
'^  case  to  mean  that  the  said  Henry  Compton,  ia  the 
'^  said  entry  named,  was  admitted  and  instituted  by 
^'  the  said  Edward  King,  the  theo  Bishop  of  £Iphin, 
to  the  said  vicarage  of  Kilglass,  on  the  presenta- 
tion cf  some  other  person  to  said  Bishop. 
The  bill  of  exceptions  was  signed  by  the  Judges, 
and  was  afterwards  argued  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pieas,  in  or  about  June  18917,  when  judgment  was 
given  for  the  Plaintiis. 

Ttie  Defendants  thereupon  brought  a  writ  of  error 
in  the  court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Ireland,  to 
Inverse  the  judgment  given  by  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  and  the  assignment  of  error,  as  to  this  ex- 
ception, was  in  the  following  words :  *'  And  ^^  that 
'^  there  is  also  manifest  error  in  this,  that  the  said 
'^  learned  Judges  did  th^i  and  thepe  further  declare 
«<  and  deliver  their  opinion  to  the  said  Jury,  that  the 
**  said  entry  in  the  said  regal  visitation-book  of  the 
**  l6th  day  of  October  1633,  which  is  in  the  words 
and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say,  '  Henricus 
CMipton  in  jure  civili  baccreus  ac  verbi  Dei  pr»- 
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'^  '  dicator  admiteus  fait  ad  inserviend  x^urae  animaram       10^^« 

**  *  m  Ecdia  poii  de  Kilglassei  per  Edwardam  Elphia       qmk 

«  *  Epum,  sexto  OctobriB  1622,*  was,  in  legal  con-     »«ioiher» 

^  struction,  to  be  taken  to  mean  in  tke  present  case,     Bmbop  ot 

**  that  tike   said  Henry  Compton  in  the  said  entry   mmI  another. 

**  named   was   admitted   and  instituted  by  the  said 

<'  Edwud  King,  the  then  Blsh<^  of  Elphin,  to  the 

**  said  vicarage  of  Kilglasse,  on  a  presentation  by 

*^  Mtte  other  person  to  the  said  Bishop ;  and  that  the 

**  only  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  Jury  re- 

'*  specting  said  entry  was  by  whom  said  presentation 

"  was  made ;    and  that  if  upon  the  whole  of  the 

«  evidence  the  said  Jury  should  believe  that  such  pre- 

^  saltation  of  the  said  Henry  Compton  was  made  by 

^'  the  said  Patrick  Bamwallt  and  that  the  advowson 

''  of  the  said  vicarage  had  been  originally  appendant 

*^  to  the  said  rectory,  and  had  not  been  disappeaded 

"  therefrom,  they  should  find  a  verdict  for  the  said 

"  Samuel  Cooke,  Peter  Free  and  Edward  Down." 

The  learned  Judges  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  iGJuiyiSai. 
after  over-ruling  all  the  exceptions  but  that  which  has 
been  hereinbefore  cited,  reversed  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  awarded  a  venire  de  novo. 
The  ground  of  such  reversal  upon  this  ezeeption  was^ 
that  the  learned  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  ought  not  to  have  put  any  construction  upon  the 
said  entry  respecting  the  said  Henry  Compton,  but 
ought  to  have  left  it  entirely  to  the  Jury  to  put  their 
own  construction  thereon. 

The  Plaintiflls  brought  their  writ  of  error  in  Parlia- 
ment, and  contended  that  this  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber  ought  to  be  revm'sed  for  the 
following  among  other  reasons  : 

First,  Because  the  learned  Judges  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  were  by  law  called  upon  to  give^  and 
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J^^^\      were  justified  in  giving,  to  the  Jury,  their  construction 
Cook       of  the  entry  relating  to  the  aforesaid  Henry  Compton ; 

^  v.^       ^i^d  ^hat  regard  being  had  to  the  frame  and  language 
^El  ^'  ^'     ^^  ^^^  whole  of  their  charge,  it  is  manifest  that  they 
and  anotiier.   did  not  withdraw  the  question  of  construction  from  the 
Jury. 

Secondly,  Because  the  exception  upon  which  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was  reversed, 
and  also  the  assignment  of  error  upon  such  exception, 
do  not  raise  the  objection  that  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  did  so  withdraw  the  construction  of  such  entry 
from  the  consideration  of  the  Jury.  The  proper 
question  raised  by  such  exception,  according  to  its 
frame  and  language,  being  only,  virhether  the  learned 
Judges  of  the  Common  Pleas  had  in  their  direction  to 
the  J  ury  put  a  correct  construction  upon  the  entry  re- 
specting the  said  Henry  Compton ;  and  not  whether 
the  said  leamed  Judges  had  decided  that  such  con- 
struction was  for  the  Court  alone,  and  not  for  the  Jury, 
under  the  advice  of  the  Court  to  make. 

Thirdly,  Because,  taking  the  whole  charge  to  the 
Jury  together,  the  direction  of  the  Court  amounts  to 
no  more  than  this^  that  legally  such  entry,  coupled 
with  the  other  facts  of  the  case,  might  bear  the  con- 
struction in  question ;  and  that  the  Jury  might  legally, 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  put  such  a  con- 
struction upon  the  said  entry ;  and  because  such  advice 
and  direction  were  legal  and  proper  advice  and  di- 
rection for  the  said  leamed  Judges  to  give  to  the 
Jury. 

Fourthly,  Because,  had  such  question  of  con- 
struction been  left  entirely  to  the  Jury,  without  any 
suggestion  or  interpretation  from  the  Court,  the  Jury 
might  legally  have  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion  as 
that  which  was  stated  by  the  Court 
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The  Defendants  in  Error  maintained,  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  ought  to  be 
affirmed  for  the  following  reasons,  only  the  last  three 
of  which,  however,  go  to  the  point  at  present  in 
question : 

First,  Because  the  Plaintiffs  have  shown  no  title  in 
themselves  to  present  to  the  vicarage  in  question. 

Secondly,  That  they  have  given  no  proof  of  any 
seisin  of  the  advowson  in  any  one  under  whom  they 
daim. 

Thirdly,  Because  it  is  not  an  intendment  of  law, 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  the 
advowson  of  the  vicarage  of  Kilglass  was  appendant 
to  the  rectory. 

Fourthly,  Because  the  advowson  of  the  vicarage  did 
not  pass  to  Sir  Patrick  Bamwall  by  the  said  patent  of 
King  James. 

Fifthly,  That  there  was  no  proof  that  Matthew 
Viscount  Bamwall,  who  conformed  to  the  Protestant 
Religion,  was  the  heir  of  Nicholas  Viscount  Bamwall 
of  Kingsland,  party  to  the  deeds  of  the  20th  and  £lst 
of  July  1698,  and  who  is  alleged  by  the  Plaintifis  to 
have  professed  the  Popish  religion ;  and  if  the  said 
Matthew  Viscount  Bamwall  of  Kingsland  was  not 
the  heir  of  the  said  Nicholas,  his  conforming  to  the 
Protestant  religion  does  not  confirm  any  title  upon  the 
Plaintiffs  claiming  through  him. 

Sixthly,  That  the  said  deed  of  1698  conveyed 
but  one  moiety  of  the  said  rectory  and  tithes  of 
Kilglass. 

Seventhly,  That  the  Jury  ought  not  to  have  been 
told  that  the  meaning  of  the  entry  in  the  regal  visi- 
tation-book of  the  16th  October  16S3,  must  in  legal 
constraction  be  taken  to  mean  that  the  said  Henry 
Compton  in  the  said  entry  named  was  admitted  and 
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instituted  by  the  then  Bishop  of  Elphin  to  the  yieamge 
of  Kilglass,  on  the  presentation  of  some  other  person 
to  the  said  Bishop ;  and  that  the  only  question  for  the 
consideration  of  die  Jury  respecting  ^e  said  entry  waa 
by  whom  the  said  presentation  was  made. 

Eighthly,  Because  in  legal  construction  the  entry 
in  question  ought  not  to  be  taken  to  have  such 
meaning. 

Ninthly,  Because  the  Jury  ought  to  have  been  told 
to  compare  and  weigh  thlit  entry  with  the  other  evi* 
dence  in  the  cause,  and  to  have  given  their  opinion 
upon  the  e£fect  and  meaning  to  be  attached  to  it. 

The  Attorney  ^General  and  Mr.  TorrianOj  tor  the 
Plaintiffs,  contended  that  at  present  they  were  con- 
fined to  the  consideration  of  the  dth  exception,  and 
as  to  that  exception  they  contended,  that  the  point  on 
which  the  judgment  of  reversal  by  tiie  Exchequer 
Chamber  turned,  namely,  that  the  inference  to  be 
drawn  from  the  entry  ought,  with  the  whole  evidence, 
to  have  been  left  to  the  Jury,  was  not  raised  by  the 
excq>tion,  and  they  cited  the  case  of  Ball  v.  Mannings 
1  Dow,  380,  N.  S.|  where  Lord  Tmterden  said,  p.  392» 
'^  if  the  direction  had  been  as  vague  and  goieral  as 
'^  has  been  contended,  the  counsel  ought  to  have 
<^  brought  the  point  to  the  notice  of  the  Judge  at  the 
''  time ;  but  as  that  was  not  made  a  point  of  objection 
^'  or  exception  at  the  time,  the  Plaintiff  in  Error  cannot 
<<  avail  himself  of  it  now."  But  supposing  that  the 
point  could  be  gone  into,  the  Judges  of  the  Common 
Pleas  had  not  taken  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the 
entry  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Jury,  and  i&  they  had, 
they  had  put  the  right  construction  on  the  entry,  for 
admissian  was  large  enoagh  to  include  mstitutiaUf  and 
it  might  be  inferred  from  the  circumstances  that  it 
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80  here.     The  judgment  of  reversal  was  by  the  nar-        18S1« 
rowest  majority. 

.  Lord  Wynford.  I  think  that  while  I  was  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  there  was  a  case  in  the 
Exchecpier  Chamber  where  eight  Judges  held  that  we 
could  not  go  beyond  the  exceptions. 

Doctor  Zushington,  for  the  Defendants,  in  answer 
to  the  observations  that  there  was  only  a  bare  majority, 
read  a  passage  from  Lord  Tenterikn'u  judgment  in 
Bolt  and  Manning,  1  Dow,  380,  N.  S.  cited  on  the 
other  side  for  a  different  purpose,  **  that  is  an  argu* 
^'  ment  which  cannot  prevail  in  this  House,  for  if  ail 
"  the  Judges  below  had  been  of  that  opinion,  and 
*^  your  Lordship  were  of  a  different  opinion,  it  would 
^<  be  your  Lordship's  duty  to  act  on  your  own  opinion, 
"  although  contrary  to  that  of  the  12  Judges*  Courts 
^  of  error  would  be  estab  ished  in  vain  if  they  were 
"  to  be  influenced  by  the  opinions  of  Courts  below, 
'^  instead  of  being  gov^med  by  dieir  own."  He 
contended,  that  he  was  entitled,  if  he  thought  it  ne- 
ctaBaTjf  to  go  into  the  matter  of  all  the  exceptions ; 
but  he  would  have  a  serious  task  to  perform  if  it  were 
necessary  for  him  to  go  into  the  question  of  right,  and 
in  this,  stage  of  the  cause  ha  did  not  think  it  necessary. 
The  only  question  which  it  was  necessary  to  argue 
was,  whedntf  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  pat  a  right  construction  on  the  entry,  which 
certainly  was  a  point  raised  by  the  exception,  and  he 
contended  that  they  did  nol^  and  referred  to  the  whole 
of  the  entries  in  die  visitatioi^book  as  evidence  that  in 
cases  of  curacies  there  were  admismne  only ;  but  in 
cases  of  vicars^es  there  were  superadded  institution, 
and,  except  in  one  instance  under  special  circumstances, 
induction  also. 
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Lord  Tenterden  : — ^This  case  comes  before  your 
Lordships  on  a  writ  of  error  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Ireland,  reversing 
a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  there. 
The  effect  of  that  reversal  was  not  to  put  an  end  to  the 
suit,  but  to  send  it  to  a  new  trial ;  and  if  your  Lord- 
ships should  be  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  should  be  a£5rmed,  that  will  not 
determine  the  right,  but  merely  send  the  case  to  an- 
other trial ;  and  as  I  think  that  it  ought  to  be  affirmed 
I  shall  abstain  from  expressing  any  opinion  whatever 
on  the  question  of  right,  but  shall  confine  any  thing 
which  I  have  to  say  entirely  to  the  single  point  before 
us.  I  studiously  avoid  saying  any  thing  extra-judi- 
cially  that  might  afterwards  be  quoted  as  indicating 
my  opinion,  when  the  several  parts  of  this  very  im- 
portant case  shall  be  under  investigation  below. 

The  suit  was  instituted  by  the  three  Plaintifis  in 
Error  claiming  the  right  of  presentation  to  the  vicarage 
of  Kilglass.  In  the  course  of  a  proceeding  of  that 
kind  the  Plaintiff  must  show  that  he,  or  the  person 
under  whom  he  claims,  has  presented  to  the  living,  as 
this  is  the  only  legal  evidence  of  right,  otherwise  any 
person  might  set  up  a  claim  and  present  without  any 
shadow  of  right,  contrary  to  all  reason  and  good  sense 
To  show  their  seisin,  it  was  alleged  by  the  Plaintiffit 
that  Sir  Patrick  Bamwall,  under  whom  they  claimed, 
had  presented  Henry  Compton  to  the  vicarage,  in 
1622,  and  to  prqve  this  they  read  an  entry  from  the ' 
visitation-book  of  the  diocese,  of  date  1633»  from 
which  it  appeared  that  Henry  Coppton  was  admitted 
ad  inserviendum  curiB  ammarum^  in  the  church  of 
Kilglass,  by  Edward  King,  the  then  bishop  of  Elphin, 
on  the  6th  October  1622. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  Bar  in  the  Court  of  Common 
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I,  and  many  points  arose,  and  several  exceptions       issi. 

were  taken  to  the  directions  of  the  Judges,  and  these  ^cooiT 

were  put  on  the  record,  and  brought  in  error  before  »nd  otfara 

the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  now  before  your  BishoV  op 

The  exceptions  went  to  several  matters,  but  one  of 
them  only  has  been  made  the  subject  of  argument  at 
the  Bar,  and  to  that  I  shall  confine  myself.  The  direc* 
tion  there  given  by  the  Judges,  and  the  exception 
taken  to  it  by  the  counsel  for  tiie  Defendants,  were  in 
these  words : 

**  And  the  said  learned  Judges  did  then  and  there 
''  further  declare  and  deliver  their  opinion  to  the  said 
**  jury,  that  the  said  entry  in  the  said  Regal  Visitation 
''  Book,  of  the  l6th  of  October  1633,  which  is  in 
<<  the  words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say, 
Henricus  Compton,  injure  civili  Baccareus  ac  verbi 
Dei  i»edicator,  admissus  fiiit  ad  inserviend  cure 
animarnm  in  Ecctia  pdli  de  Kilglasse  per  Edwardum 
Elphin  EpQm,  sexto  Octobris,  1622,'  *"  was,  in 
'^  I^;al  construction,  to  be  taken  to  mean,  in  the 
''  present  case,  that  the  said  Henry  Compton,  in  the 
<<  said  entry  named,  was  admitted  and  instituted  by 
«<  the  said  Edward  King,  the  then  bishop  of  Elphin, 
<<  to  the  said  vicarage  of  Kilglass,  on  a  presentation 
'*  by  some  other  person  to  said  bishop ;  and  that  die 
'<  only  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  re* 
''  specting  said  entry  was,  by  whom  said  presentation 
^  was  made;  and  that  if  upon  the  whole  of  the 
*'  evidence  the  said  jury  should  believe  that  such  pre- 
**  seoftation  of  the  said  Henry  Compton  was  made  by 
''  the  said  Patrick  Bamwall,  and  that  the  advowson 
^'  of  the  said  vicarage  had  been  originally  appendant 
^-  to  the  said  rectory,  and  had  not  been  disappended 
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".  therefran),. (bey. should  find  a  yer^icfc  for. the  plain- 
tiffs. 

.  ".Whereupon,  the.  Q^id  J  counsel  for  the  said.  Defend- 
ants djd.tben.  and  there«  on  behalf  of  the. said  De- 
fendants,  except  to  the  said  opinion  of  the  said 
learned  Judges,,  aiid  idid  thea  and  there  insist  that 
the  said,  entry-  in  the  said,  regal  .visitation-book 
V  should:  not»  in  legal  construction,  be  taken  in  this 
case. to  mean,  that  the  said  Henry  CoYnpton  in  the 
said  entry  named  was  admitted  and  instituted  by  the 
said  Edward  King,  the  then  bishop  of  Elphin,  fo 
the  said  vicarage  of  Kilglass,  on  the  presentation 
of  some  other  person  ^to  said  bishop." 
.  Some  argument  was  used,  at  the  Bar  to  the  effect 
ithat  this  was  not^.dear  and,  precise  direction  in  point 
of  laW;,:  hat  that  the  whole  was  left  quadammodo  to  the 
jury.  I  thinks  hpwever,  that; the  dinection  was  such 
as  enturely  toezidude.that.argument;  for  what  can  be 
<^leare;]:  thfta  this— rihat  the  entiy  "  was,  in  legal 
c(mtruQtum^AQ^\it  taken  i^o.  mean  that  the  said 
Hf  Comptou  .w^« admitted. and  instituted,  &cl  and 
:}that  tl)e,  (^;}^  question,  for  th^  iconaideration  of  the 
^V  jury  i^p^cting. the  said  entry.was  by  whom  the  pre- 
**;  seAtatioo  was  made." 

jl  cannot  foramoment  doubt  thatihat  was  a  plain  and 
(distinct  direction  in  point  of  law^jas.to  the  construction 
to.  bei  put  01^  vthe.entry ;;  and  then, the  question  arises, 
whether  they.jdid.  or  did  not  put  the  right  construction 
upon  itr^  I  am.  clearly  of  ppinion  that  they  did  not. 
In  general,  and.  ordinary  i  speech  the .  admission  of 
j^  rectpr  fir  yicar.  13.  differendy  expressed  from4that  of 
acurskt^.;  Jthe  cumff^isjidmitted,  the  vicat  is  instituted, 
^i^d  generally  inducled.  ..The  distinction  is.:  clear  in 
ordinary .^pjeci^b^. although  words,  may  be  cwifounded 
in  thi^  .a;  ^(hey  are  in  .many  other  instances.    But  in  the 
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ordinary  speech  of  learned  and  unlearned,  admission 
applies  to  a  curate,  institution  to  a  vicar. 

If  I  were  to  look  only  to  the  entry  itself  I  should 
be  strongly  inclined  to  think  that  the  true  construction 
had  not  been  put  upon  it,  unless  there  was  some  other 
evidence  to  show  that  such  was  the  sense  in  which  the 
words  were  to  be  taken  in  this  instance,  although  it 
was  not  the  ordinary  sense ;  and  it  is  on  that  account 
that  so  much  time  has  been  taken  up,  and' properly 
taken  up,  by  the  counsel  at  the  Bar  in  the  examination 
of  the  other  entries  in  this  document. 

Then  let  us  look  at  the  other  entries  in  the  document 
to  see  whether  admission  ad  inserviendum  cures,  am- 
manwij  means  institutioifi  to  a  vicarage ;  and  in  the 
first  place  take  the  entries  as  to  this  same  person  in  the 
Visitation  Books  of  1653,  and  we  find  that  he  was  ad- 
mitted to  the  curacies  of  Kilglass,  Kilbride  and  Derrin, 
but  that  to  the  vicarages  of  Shankill  and  Clonfenloh, 
he  was  not  only  admitted,  but  instituted  and  inducted. 

^'  Henricus  Compton.  injure  civili  Baccareus'ac 

verbi  Dei  predicator  admissus  fuit  ad  inserviend  cure 

animarum  in  ficclii  poli  de  Kilglasse,  per  £dwardum 

Elphin  Epum»  sexto  Octbbris,  1622. 

**  £t  admissus  fuit  ad  inserviend  cure  animarum  in 

Eccliis  pdliis  de  Kilbride  et  DerriS  Elphin.     Dioc 

per  pfat     Epum,  X*  Aprilis,  1624. 

**  dcus   Henricus  admissus  fuit   ad   vicariam    de 

Shankill  Elphin  Dioc.  et  institutus  in  eandem  p 

Pfat  Epum,  X*  Novembris,  1621. 

"  Et  inductus  in  eandem  per  Erasmum  Mathew 

arctiinum  Elphin,  30*  Aprilis  1622. 

**  Admissus  et  institutus  fuit  in  vicariam  de  Clon- 

fenloh,  per  fifal  Epum,  18""  Januarii  1627. 

''  Et  inductus  in  eandem  per  pfat  Erasmum  Mathew, 

septimo  Junii,  Anno  Dni  1628." 
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1881.  So  that  looking  only  to  the  case  of  this  very  person, 

Q^^       we  see  here  two  instances  in  which  he  was  admitted*  to 

and  otbere.    curacies,  and  two  instances  in  which  he  was  instituted 

Bishop  of    and  ioducted  into  vicarages.    Thus  far  as  to  the  par- 

JanoAer.  ticular' person. 

But  this. is  not  alL  I  do  not  mean  to  go  in  detail 
over  all  the  entries  in  this  book,  but  I  took  some  pains 
in  examining  them,  and  I  have  found  about  SO  in* 
stances  in  which  admissions  to  curacies  are  set  doinrn 
as  ^^  admissusjuit  ad  inserviendum  cura  animarutn  or 
ad  peragendum  officium  curati ;  and  more  than  30  in- 
stances in  which  the  admissions  to  vicarages  are  set 
down  as  institutusfuii  in  vicariam  et  inductus  in  eandem. 
And,  as  has  been  observed  by  Doctor  Lushington,  in  all 
the  entries  of  institution  to  vicarages  induction  follows, 
/  except  in  one  instance,  and  the  exception  is  in  the 
case  of  one  of  those  vicarages  which  are  set  down  as 
^     being  usurped. 

This  was  the  visitation-book  of  1633.  But  let  us 
go  back  to  the  visitation-book  of  1615,  and  see  the 
state  in  which  this  living  was  at  that  period,  the 
appointment  of  Henry  Compton  being  in  the  inter- 
mediate time.  In  this  book  of  1615,  mention  is  made* 
of  a  number  of  vicarages  as  being  then  usurped,  and 
among  these  is  the  vicarage  of  Kilglass,  which  is  stated 
as  being  usurped  by  Sir  Patrick  BamwalL  The  vi- 
carage was  then  in  a  state  which  it  would  have  been 
very  difficult  to  understand,  if  it  had  not  been  set 
down  as  usurped  by  Bamwall,  for  it  was  not  held  bjr 
a  clergyman.  The  plain  meaning  of  usurped  there 
was,  that  he  had  usurped  what  belonged  to  the  vicar. 
He  farmed  the  rectory  which  was  then  in  the  Crown, 
by  which  it  was  afterwards  granted  to  Bamwall. 

The  visitation-book  of  1633  is  much  fuller  than  that 
of  1615  ;  and  see  how  Compton  is  there  mentioned, — 
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"  Hen?y  Compton,  a  godd  preacher,  vkariusde  Clon^       isjo. 
**  fif^h.   Episayms  cot^ert.  vakt  8  /.  star.  p.  annum ;"      ^"coolT 
and  this  corresponds  with  the  entry  before  mentioned,    «Ad  others . 
where  Henry  Gompton  is  represented  as  having*  been    bisvop  ov 
admitted,,  instituted  and  inducted  into  that  vicarage.  f '''"'w 

Many  other  instances  are  to  be  foimd  in  these  books, 
all  leading  to  the  same  conclusion  ;  and  tiiese  are  the 
reasons,  without  entering  into  the  subject  more,  at 
length,  that  induce  me  to  think  that  the  Judges  of  the 
Common  Pleas  put  a  wrong  construction  on  the 
particular  entry  in  question,  and  that  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  did  right  in  awarding  a  vemre 
demvo. 

Lord  Wynford: — If  I  were  called  upon  to  decide, 
the  question  of  right  to  the  advowson,  as  between  the 
Bishop  and  the  representatives  of  Sir  P.  Bamwall, 
I  should  require  more  time  for  consideration^  as  that 
is  a  most  important  point,  not  merely  as  it  concerns 
this  benefice,  but  also  with  reference  to  others  standing 
in  the  same  situation.  The  declaration  states,  that  the 
rectory  of  Kilglass  belonged  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and,  as 
appendant  to  it,  the  right  of  presentation  to  the  vicar* 
age,  and  also  (for  that  was  necessary)  that  one  of 
those  under  whom  they  claimed  did  present  a  derk. 
The  evidence  was  of  various  kinds,  but  the  only  ques- 
tion here  is,  whether  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
decided  rightly  on  the  effect  of  it  as  far  as  it  applied 
to  the  single  point  at  present  before  us,  which  relates 
to  the  admission  of  a  clerk  to  the  vicarage.  The  evi- 
dence to  support  that  is  an  entry  in  the  visitation-book 
of  l6Sd,  which  is  in  these  words:  Henricus  Comp^ 
ton  in  jure  cmU  bacuiareus  ac  verbi  Dei  predica- 
tar  admissut  fuit  ad  inserviendum  cura  anmarum  in 
Ecclesia  poU  de  KilgUus  per  Edwardum^  Elphin  Epis- 
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1831.       copAm,  sestOi  Octobris  1632^  .,  The  Judges   of   the 
Q^^       Common. Pleas  said  that  this,  entry. was,  in  legal  con- 
and  others     stnicti^D,  to  be  tf^ken  to  mean,  in  the  present  case, 
Bf SHOP  o*     that  the.  said  Henry  Compton  in  the  said  entry  named 
andanothcr    ^^  admitted  and  instituted  by  the  said  Edw^d  King, 
the  then  Bishop  of  Elphin,  to  the  said  vicarage  of  Kil- 
,     glass,  on  a  presentation  by  some  other  person  to  the 
said  Bishop,  and  that  the  only  question  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Jury  respecting  the  said  entry  was, 
by  whom  the  said  presentation,  was  made.    The  Jury 
being  thiis  told  that  it  was  to  b^  taken  as  clear  that 
Compton  was  admitted  on  a .  presentation  by  some 
other  person  to  the  Bishop,  were  left  to  consider  whe- 
ther it  was  not  on  a  presentation  by  Bam  wall.     The 
Judges  were  not  warranted  so.  to  4irect,  but  ought  to 
have  left  the  matter  generally  to  thj^.Juiy :  and  sup-, 
pose  that  had  been  done,  and  that  the  Jury  .had  found 
that  it  was  on  the  presentation  of  another  person,  and 
that  &at;per8on  was  Barnwell,  there  woujd.  remain  an- 
other very  important  and  serious  question,  whether  the 
evidence  was  sufficient  to  show  that  this  was  a  presen- 
tation and  institution  to  a  vicarage,  or  whjether  JBam- 
wall  could  present  to  the  vicari^;e, .  and  I  could  not 
bring,  myself  to  say  that  it  was*.    It  is  qviestionable 
whether  Bamwall  ever  had  it  in  contemplation  to  pre- 
sent to  the  vicarage*    It  appeared  that  he  himself  was 
in  by.  usurpation,  not;  perhaps  of  the  right  of  presen- 
tation^ but  of  the  fruits,  and  it  was  not  likely  that  he 
should  present  to  the  vicarage,  but.  only  that,  he  should 
appoint  a  person  to  do  the  duties,  reserving  the  fruits 
of  the  vicarage  to  himself  But  when  we  look  through 
tlie  long  list  of  entries .  in  this  book,  ^e  6nd  that  cu- 
rates are  described  as  admitted  only,  while  vicars  are 
described  as  instituted  as  well  as  admitted ;  and  is  it 
possible,  when,  according  to  the  ordinary  rules  of 
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construction,  different  words  are  considered  as  mean-        issi. 

ing"  different  things,  to  say  that  they  mean  the  same 

things?    According  to  my  notion  of  the  rules  of  con-  andothen 

struction  of  written  instruments,  admission,  here,  is  bisho'pop 
applied  to  curacies,  and  institution  to  vicarages.     My      Elphin 

••         1        •        11       ▼!  n  t      r-t  t*  r^  and  another. 

opinion  then  is,  that  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Lom- 
iQon  Pleas  did  wrong  in  taking  the  construction  of  the 
entry  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Jury,  and  that  they 
themselves  put  a  wrong  construction  on  it    I  think 
then  that  this  case  ought  to  be  sent  back  again,  that  it 
may  be  thoroughly  sifted,  not  merely  as  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  Bamwall  presented,  but  in  the  more  ex- 
tended view  as  to  whom  the  right  of  presentation  be- 
longed, a  most  important  question  with  reference  not 
^erely  to  this  case  but  to  other  vicarages  in  the  same 
^^Uiation. 

Judgment  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  affirmed. 


END   OF  FART  II. 
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APPEAL 


FROM   THE   COURT  OF   SESSION. 


Sir  Richard  Bempde  Johnston 

HONTMAN  -  .  - 


^  1     ^ 

>  Appellant. 

>  Respondents. 


Campbell    alias    Honyman    and 
Children        .        -        - 


In  a  suit  for  a  Declarator  of  Marriage  founded  on  a  promise 
subsequente  copula  there  was  no  direct  evidence  of  the 
promise ;  but  from  facts  and  circumstances,  and  chiefly  from 
letters  written  by  the  Defender  to  the  Pursuer— (the  De- 
fender having  destroyed  the  letters  written  by  the  Pursuer 
to  him) — the  Commissary  Court  and  Court  of  Session 
thought  that  there  was  sufficient  ground  to  warrant  the 
inference  that  a  promise  of  marriage  had  been  given  and 
accepted  previous  to  the  concubitus,  and  declared  for  the 
marriage.    The  Judgment  affirmed  by  the  Lords. 


S  March 
1831. 

Marriage 

PromiBe. 

ETidence. 


IN  1808,  Miss  Elizabeth  Campbell,  an  accomplished 
young  woman,  went  as  governess  to  the  family  of  Sir 
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William  Honymany  a  Judge  of  the  Courts  of  Session 
and  Justiciary,  and  continued  in  charge  of  his  daugh- 
ters for  six  years.  In  1811,  Mr.  Richard  Bempde 
Johnston  Honyman,  a  sou  of  Sir  William,  returned 
from  India ;  and  in  September  of  that  year  came  to 
reside  with  the  family  at  Smyllum  Park  near  Lanark. 
He  was  then  24  years  of  age,  and  his  health  had  been 
in  some  degree  affected  by  the  climate  of  India^  Miss 
Campbell  was  at  that  time  25  years  of  age.  An  at- 
tachment took  place  between  the  parties ;  and,  as  was 
alleged  by  Miss  Campbell,  a  marris^  was  proposed 
by  Mr.  Honyman,  and,  after  some  hesitation,  assented 
to  by  Miss  Campbell ;  and  it  was  agreed  that  they 
should  marry  as  soon  as  they  conveniently  could.  In 
January  1813,  Mr.  Honyman,  having  been  chosen 
member  of  parliament  for  the  Orkney  Burghs,  went  to 
London,  and,  as  had  been  agreed  upon,  a  written  cor- 
respondence took  place  between  the  parties.  In.  April 
1813,  Mr.  Honyman  returned  to  Smyllum  Park,  and 
in  June  of  the  same  year,  according  to  the  lady's 
statement,  they  accepted  each  other  as  husband  and 
wife,  although  it  was  deemed  necessary  to  conceal  tiie 
marriage,  as  they  were  aware  that  it  would  be  dis-* 
pleasing  to  Mr.  Honyman's  father,  and  might  endanger 
his  succession  to  the  family  estates.  Mr.  Honyman's 
income  at  that  time  was  only  200/.  a  year,  and  Miss 
Campbell  had  property  to  the  amount  of  about  SOO  L 
in  all.  From  the  period  of  the  alleged  marriage,  the 
parties  secretly  cohabited  together  as  husband  and 
wife,  and  in  the  summer  of  1814  the  lady  was  pri- 
vately delivered  of  a  child  at  Smyllum  Park,  and,  in 
S6  houri  after  her  delivery,  she  proceeded  with  her 
child  in  a  carriage  to  Edinburgh,  and  having  recruited 
her  own  strength,  and  placed  her  child  out  at  nurse, 
she  returned  to  Smyllum,  where  she  remained  till  the 
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dose  af  the  year,  and  then,  on  account  of  some  cir« 
camstances  transpiring,  she  finally  left  the  family,  and 
went  to  visit  a  friend  in  the  vicinity  of  Inverary.  In 
the  summer  of  1815  she  returned  to  Edinburgh  and 
fesided  with  an  aunt,  at  whose  house  Mr.  Honyman 
visited  her,  and  the  intercourse  was  continued.  In 
1816  the  lady  became  pregnant  of  her  second  child, 
and  went  to  York,  where  she  was  delivered ;  and  from 
that  period  till  1820  she  resided  at  York,  supporting 
herself  and  her  children  by  the  little  property  she  had, 
and  her  own  industry.  In  1820,  she  returned  to 
Edinburgh  and  resided  with  her  aunt  till  the  death  of 
the  latter  in  182L  Miss  Campbell  then  fell  into 
a  state  of  bad  health  and  embarrassment,  and  wrote  to 
Mr.  Honyman  on  the  subject,  which  led  to  a  renewal 
of  the  intercourse,  and  this  continued  till  1823,  when 
Mr.  Honyman  put  an  end  to  it.  In  1824  Miss  Camp- 
bell was  put  in  gaol  for  debt,  and  wrote  to  Mr.  Hony- 
man, eamesdy  soliciting  him  to  do  something  for  the 
children.  She  also  intimated,  that  as  she  saw  that 
Mr,  Honyman  wanted  to  get  rid  of  his  engagement, 
she  would,  without  further  delay,  commence  proceed- 
ings to  establish  the  marriage. 

Accordingly,  on  the  6th  of  May  1825  she  instituted 
a  suit  before  the  Commissaries,  concluding  for  a  decla- 
rator of  her  marriage,  and  of  the  legitimacy  of  her  two 
daughters.  The  summons  relied  chiefly  on  a  marriage 
contracted  per  verba  de  prasenti ;  but  although  vaguely 
and  loosely  drawn,  it  was  understood  as  containing 
enough  to  lay  a  foundation  for  the  evidence  of  a  mar- 
riage by  promise  mbsequente  Copula^  on  which  alone 
the  case  turned,  the  marriage  per  verba  de  prasenti 
resting  only  on  the  Pursuer's  allegation,  while  the 
Defends  denied  that  there  was  any  marriage  at  all  in 
diat  or  any  other  way.    The  summons  stated  that  the 
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Defender  had  been  heard  by  persons  in  his  own  family, 
as  well  as  by  others,  to  acknowledge  the  Complainer 
as  his  wife;  and  she  referred  to  a  letter  from  the 
Defender  to  her,  in  which  he  called  her  his  "  beloved 
"  wife ;"  but  it  was  found  that  the  word  wife  was 
written  on  an  erasure,  which  threw  some  suspicion  on 
it,  and  it  was  therefore  not  relied  on  in  the  judgment 
in  the  House  of  Lords. 

In  allusion  to  the  allegation  in  the  summons,  that 
some  of  the  Defender  s  family,  as  well  as  others,  had 
heard  him  acknowledge  her  as  his  wife,  the  Pursuer, 
immediately  before  the  commencement  of  the  process, 
wrote  a  letter  to  the  Defender,  containing  these  words : 
"  When  I  resisted  your  entreaties,  you  said,  Why 
should  I?  could  I  not  depend  upon  your  honour? 
and  that  no  one  could  possibly  know  what  had  passed 
between  us.  My  answer  to  you  was,  I  believe  I 
may  depend  upon  your  honour ;  but,  were  every  eye 
shut,  every  ear  closed,  and  every  tongue  silent,  much 
and  dearly  as  I  love  you,  I  should  know  the  circum- 
stance  myself,  and  that  would  be  sufficient  to  make 
me  miserable,  (and  you  know  how  miserable  I  soon 
was).  You  know  how  you  begged,  how  you  en- 
treated, after  this,  and  assured  me  that  you  was  now 
incapable  of  injuring  your  own  honour  or  mine. 
Next  morning  you  left  Smyllum  for  Edinburgh; 
you  may  recollect  upon  what  errand.  You  returned 
to  Smyllum  upon  the  24th,  came  in  the  evening  to 
^'  the  school*room  between  the  hours  of  six  and  seven 
o'clock,  and  entreated  that  I  would  consent  to  our 
being  married.  I  answered,  that  I  never  would 
hesitate  to  become  your  wife ;  you  to  whom  every 
affection  of  my  heart  had  been  long  dedicated ;  but 
what  a  sacrifice  was  you  making  in  the  eyes  of  your 
friends  and  relations,  for  I  could  neither  offer  you 
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fortune  nor  connections,  however  respectable  mine 
were,  that  they  deemed  necessary  for  your  wife. 
Your  answer  to  me  was,  Damn  my  relations,  I  am 
to  consult  my  own  happiness,  not  theirs.  You  then 
said.  Am  I  to  call  you  my  wife  ?  You  may.  Do 
then,  my  beloved  wife,  let  me  hear  you  call  me  hus- 
band.  Dearest,  dearest  Dick,  you  are  my  husband. 
You  know  that,  when  your  affections  and  feelings 
are  interested,  in  what  a  strenuous  manner  you  can 
speak,  and  that  it  is  not  the  boundaries  of  a  small 
room  that  will  keep  secret  your  voice  or  words  when 
agitated.  (Mark  what  follows.)  There  was  one  of 
your  own  family  an  ear-witness  of  what  then  passed, 
and  in  consequence  of  which  I  have  a  letter  addressed 
to  me  some  months  afterwards,  in  one  part  of  which 
she  calls  me  her  dear  sister,  and  in  another  her  dear 
Lady  Dicky.  So  much  can  I  depend  upon  her 
honour,  that  I  feel  perfectly  certain,  had  I  nothing 
under  her  own  hand  to  substantiate  the  fact,  that 
were  she  put  to  her  oath,  she  never,  for  one  moment^ 
would  hesitate  to  affirm  what  she  asserted  to  my  late 
aunt,  in  presence  of  your  mother  and  sisters,  that 
she  was  sure  I  was  your  wife ;  and  which  was  dis- 
tinctly heard  by  another  witness  now  in  life.  There 
are  also  two  other  witnesses  who  can  assert  in  what 
terms  they  have  heard  you  name  me,  at  a  period 
much  antecedent  to  the  above  mentioned.  How 
little  was  I  then  aware,  that  what  passed  between 
us  was  to  be  of  such  essential  service  to  myself  and 
children  eleven  years  afterwards,  and  how  impossible 
it  would  have  been  for  any  one  to  persuade  me  at 
that  time  that  my  beloved  Dick  was  other  than  truth 
and  honour  itself.** 

In  this  particular,  the  Pursuer  failed  in  her  proof, 
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1831.       end  on  that  circumstance  the  Defender  remarked  as 

^owrKAM     follows : 

V.  «  xhe  Respondent,  in  conformity  with  the  above 

and  utheri.  ''  Statement  as  to  the  constitution  of  the  marriage,  po* 
''  sitively  affirms  that  she  is  in  possession  of  evidence  of 
^'  it.  What  is  that  evidence  ?  It  is,  1st,  The  testimony 
''  of  the  Appellant's  sister  Jemima ;  ^,  The  testimony 
**  of  *  another  witness  now  in  life,'  who  is  said  to  have 
'^  ^  distinctly  heard'  the  Appellant's  sister  assert  '  to 
^*  my  late  auntj  in  presence  of  your  mother  and  sisters, 
^'  that  she  was  sure  I  was  your  wife ;'  3d,  The  testi* 
''  mony  of  ^  two  other  witnesses,  who  can  assert  in  what 
^'  terms  they  have  heard  you  name  me ;'  and  4th9  and 
*^  most  especially,  '  a  letter,'  which  the  Respondent 
'^  states  to  be  actually  in  her  possession  at  the  time 
*'  that  she  writes,  addressed  to  her  by  the  Appellant's 
**  sister  in  consequence  of  her  having  been  ^  an  ear- 
"  witness  of  what  then  passed  (viz.  on  24th  June  181 S), 
"  in  one  part  of  which  she  calls  me  her  *  dear  sister,' 
*'  and  in  another,  her  *  dear  Lady  Dicky.' 

''  Alluding  to  this  evidence,  the  Respondent  says, 
*^  *  How  little  was  I  then  aware,  that  what  then  passed 
''  between  us  was  to  be  of  such  essential  service  to  my* 
''  self  and  children  eleven  years  afterwards.'  And 
"  yet,  of  all  this  '  essential'  evidence,  not  one  particle 
**  has  been  adduced  by  the  Respondent ;  nay,  the  Ap- 
'^  pellant*s  sister  is  the  only  witness  whom  she  ven- 
*^  tured  to  examine,  and  her  testimony  affords  an 
''  express  negative  to  every  word  which  the  Respon- 
<'  dent  says,  while  the  letter  that  she  is  pretended  to 
^<have  written  has  neither  been  produced  nor  ac* 
"  counted  for,  nor  proved  to  have  been  seen  at  any 
"  time  by  a  single  individual." 

The  Pursuer,  however,  did  account  for  the  loss  of 
the  letter  alleged  to  have  been  received  by  her  from 
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Ae  Defaider'6  sister,  by  saying  that  it  was  lost  at  the 
time  she  was  put  into  gaol,  when  all  her  repositories 
were  ransack^  and  her  letters  thrown  about.  The 
Defender's  sister  was  examined,  and  positively  denied 
haying  heard  any  thipg  about  the  matter.  The  De- 
fender on  being  examined  as  a  haver,  admitted  that  in 
16S4  he  had  destroyed  the  Pursuer's  letters  written  to 
him  during  the  correspondence. 

Hiere  was  no  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Pursuer 
to  establish  a  distinct,  direct  promise  of  marriage  pre- 
vious to  the  concubitus ;  and  the  strength  of  her  case 
was  this,  that  the  letters  written  to  her  by  the  Defen- 
der previous  to  the  concubitus  and  after  it,  afforded  sa- 
tisfactoiy  evidence  that  a  promise  of  marriage  had 
been  griven  previous  to  the  concubitus^  and  that  the 
intercourse  was  from  its  commencement  virtuous,  and 
not  criminal.  The  following  are  the  three  letters 
written  by  the  Defender  from  London  to  the  Pursuer 
at  Soekyllum  Park,  between  January  and  April  1813, 
previous  to  the  concubitus. 
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SO,  Duke-Street,  St.  Jimies's. 
You  will  probably  have  conceived,  by  the  time  which 
I  have  suffered  to  elapse  since  the  permission  which  you 
so  kindly  granted  me,  that  I  did  not  intend  availing  my- 
sdf  of  it ;  but  so  bewildered  and  agonized  have  I  been 
since  our  separation,  that  I  have  been  unable  to  give 
ntterence  to  my  feelings,  or  form  one  rational  senti- 
ment, even  to  her  who  is  the  tenderest  object  of  my 
regards.  O  my  dearest  darling  Eliza,  much  as  I 
thought  I  loved  when  we  were  together,  still  does  it  fall 
far  short  of  that  affection  I  now  feel,  and  so  fondly 
cherish  towards  you.  If  the  sentiments  which  I  so 
ardently  feel,  and  have  so  repeatedly  avowed,  be  reci- 
procal, hesitate  not  to  say  so.     I  am  unable  to  doubt, 
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after  the  innocent  endearments  with  which  you  have 
favoured  me,  that  it  should  be  otherwise  ;  yet  still,  as 
a  solace  to  my  woes,  refuse  not  this  solicitation.     Write 
me.     Tell  me  that  I  am  dear  to  you,  thou  lovely  girl. 
Would  that  we  were  once  again  together,  and  nothing 
shall  separate  us.     I  look  forward  with  rapture  to  our 
again  meeting,  and  then  we  must  form  plans  for  put- 
ting our  feelings  out  of  the  reach  of  hate.     I  intend 
being  with  you  much  sooner  than  I  intended.     From 
the  embarrassed  state  of  my  father's  affairs,  my  residing 
in  London  is  both  improper  and  disagreeable ;  and  it 
was  only  to  please  him  that  I  ever  went.     God  knows 
how  bad  a  politician  I  shall  make ;  and  I  would  resign 
such  a  situation  with  great  happiness.     I  went  yester- 
day and  paid  a  visit  to  the  outside  of  No.  8,  M illman- 
street.    The  blinds  were  up  and  the  windows  open. 
Ah !  thought  I,  they  have  a  different  inmate  in  the 
house  now  to  what  they  had  when  I  knew  it,  and  the 
conclusion  sunk  deeply  on  my  heart.     Believe  me, 
I  feel  a  fondness  for  the  house,  for  it  was  once  the 
abode  of  Eliza.     I  took  a  most  accurate  survey  of  it. 
The  windows  were  new  painted,  and  there  was  the 
little  Chambers,  who  took  such  an  insurmountable  an- 
tipathy to  my  looking  out  at  one  them.     Farewell  for 
the  present,  my  dearest  Betsy,  thou  best  beloved.     Love 
me  as  I  love  you,,  and  put  my  heart  at  rest  by  assuring 
me  of  it.     You  will  receive  this  on  Monday,  and  write 
me  soon.     God  bless  you,  thou  dearest  girl.     Again 
farewell,  and  believe  me,  with  an  attachment  strong  as 
it  is  pure,  yours  most  affectionately, 


(signed)        R.  B.  J.  Homfmm. 


(Addressed  to)  Miss  Campbell. 
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I  received  your  most  welcome  letter  this  morning,  Honyhait 
my  ever  dearest  Eliza.  Well  does  it  deserve  an  imme-  Cam^pbell 
diate  acknowledgment.  Never  can  I  sufficiently  thank  «nd  other*. 
you  for  the  alacrity  which  you  have  displayed.  I  re- 
joice to  think,  my  sweetest  love,  that  you  do  know  how 
impatient  I  am.  If  that  be  one  of  my  failings  in  the 
common  occurrences  of  this  sad  world,  how  much  is  it 
increased  when  expecting  a  letter  from  you.  I  may 
safely  say,  that  the  only  real  enjoyment  I  have  had  . 
since  leaving  you,  is  the  perusing  of  your  letters.  ,  Many 
is  the  kiss  I  give  them,  and  many  is  the  sigh  that 
escapes,  when  I  think  at  what  a  distance  the  dear 
writer  is  at.  Soon,  however,  I  trust  we  shall  meet,  and 
one  soft  embrace  will  repay  me  an  age  of  anxiety  and 
distress.  Oh,  my  darling  Eliza,  my  dearest  beloved, 
my  sweetest  and  my  only  love,  with  what  anxiety  do 
I  look  forward  to  again  beholding  you — with  what 
rapture  do  I  anticipate  the  realizing  of  those  visions 
which  my  fancy  has  already  formed.  Nothing,  I  trust, 
will  thwart  the  happiness  I  look  forward  to — nothing 
shall,  nothing  can ;  for  it  is  felicity  sanctioned  by  virtue 
herself,  and  every  thing  that  is  tender  and  amiable.  In 
offering  you,  my  best  beloved,  that  heart  which  has 
for  a  long  time  been  devoted  to  you,  I  have  only  to 
lament  that  it  is  not  a  more  deserving  gift  to  her  to 
whom  it  is  offered.  We  will  talk  over  the  future  when 
we  meet.  Would  there  was  a  Millman-street  in  Edin- 
burgh; opportunities  cannot,  however,  be  wanting, 
and  we  must  make  the  most  of  them.  I  delivered  your 
dear  letter  this  day.  Send  all  your  letters  to  me,  and 
they  shall  be  delivered.  Never  am  I  so  happy  as  when 
engaged  in  your  service.  Anxiously  do  I  look  forward 
to  Wednesday.  Never,  thou  dearest  girl,  disappoint 
me  in  hearing  from  you.    Tell  me  the  day  you  mean 
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to  write,  that  I  may  have  something  to  look  forward  to* 
Believe  me,  I  am  deserving  of  all  your  sympathy^  and 
all  your  love ;  for  I  am^  without  you»  a  wretched  mortal. 
Farewell,  thou  in  whom  all  my  joys  are  centered; 
my  lovely  Betsy,  adieu.  Believe  me  ever  yours>  most 
faithfully  attached^ 

(signed)        R.  B.  J.  Honyman. 

P.S. — Pray,  my  love,  direct  your  next  cover  to  your 
aunt's.    I  am  apprdiensive  of  Queen-street 


No.  8. — but  marked  in  process  No.  5. 

My  dearest,  dearest  Eliza, 

If  I  were  not  the  very  worst  correspondent  in  the 
whole  world,  I  should  have  wrote  at  least  half  a  dozen 
of  letters  before  now,  in  return  for  the  affectionate  ones 
I  have  received  from  you.  I  ask  but  a  continuance  of 
such  goodness  for  one  fortnight  longer,  and  by  that 
time  I  hope  to  be  indebted  for  favours  of  a  still  more 
tender  sort  than  even  those  of  your  dear  letters.  How 
much,  my  sweetest  love,  am  I  now  your  debtor,  and 
how  happy  am  I  to  acknowledge  it.  My  dearest 
Eliza,  my  darling  friend,  you  who  are  every  tiling  to 
me,  in  whom  my  whole  happiness  is  centered,  and 
whom,  while  I  exist,  I  shall  never  cease  to  love.  Even 
death  itself  shall  not  subdue  the  fervour  of  my  attach- 
ment. If  it  be  permitted  the  immortal  part  of  us  to 
retain  the  recollection  of  those  who  on  earth  were  most 
dear,  1*11  love  thee  then,  even  when  my  love  can  no 
more  avail.  You  deprive  me,  thou  who  art  the  most 
dear  of  thy  endearing  sex,  of  a  very  great  pleasure,  by 
prohibiting  my  delivering  your  letters  to  our  uncle. 
Be  it  so.  I  obey,  as  you  desire.  You  cannot,  how- 
ever, insist  on  my  not  visiting  the  street,  without  being 
very  arbitrary.    No  sudi  prohibition  having  as  yet 
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arrived,  I  shall  contiirae,  as  heretofore,  to  ^nt  k  once 
in  the  day  at  least.  As  to  your  letters,  dtou  dearest  c£ 
women,  I  can  never  bum  them.  If  you  «e  afraid  to 
trust,— but  «o — ^you  are  too  generous;  you  judge 
people  too  much  by  your  lovely  self  to  suppose  any 
Improper  use  ^uld  ever  be  made  of  them.  I  cauool; 
destroy »  but  fnay  I  be  beceaved  of  every  thing  I  value 
in  ejustenoe,  <Mr  existence  itself^  if  I  ever^  under  even 
every  (^  any  c]iicumstance»  belxay  a  sentiment  or  «ylla* 
Ue  of  such  affectionate  efiiiidons.  Indeed,  you  may 
trust  me,  my  love ;  but  jt  shdU  only  be  until  we  meed; 
for  I  will  deliver  all  your  letters  iato  your  possession* 
Farewell,  my  only  love ;  God  bless  you,  my  sweetest 
Eliza*    Yours  even 

(signed)        R.  J.  Hanyman, 


1B31. 

HONYKJjr 

V. 
CaUP3ELL 


The  following  letter  was  written  by  the  Defender  to 
the  Pursuer  subsequent  to  the  concubitus. 

No.  4,— but  marked  in  Process  No.  3. 

My  darling  Betsy, 
I  have  received  your  letter  very  safely,  and  request 
you  will  give  yourself  no  imeasiness  about  it.  Care- 
less as  1  confess  myself  to  be  about  many  things, 
I  nev^  had,  and*  moreover,  most  solemnly  swear  to 
you,  my  dearest  love,  that  I  never  will  have,  cause  to 
ui^iNraid  myself  with  inattention  to  any  thing  relating 
to  your  dear  self*  The  assurances  which  you  have 
given  ought  to  satisfy  me,  but  I  long  to  hear  them 
while  locked  in  your  arms,  and  pressed  to  that  heart  of 
hearts,  the  only  one  that  mine  will  ever  throb  at  ap- 
proaching* You  have  every  thing,  my  best  beloved^ 
for  securing  my  affections ;  and  the  result  will  prove 
the  truth  of  my  assertion.  You  are  every  thing  in  the 
world  to  me.    Without,  I  am  bereft  of  every  thing ; 


278 


CASES  IS  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 


ISSl. 


HONYKAH 

V, 

Campbell 
and  others. 


and  possessing  you,  I  have  nothing  more  to  ask. 
Trust  me,  love,  I  know  my  own  heart;  and  believe 
me,  my  beloved,  these  are  its  sentiments.  I  am 
writing  in  the  midst  of  interruptions,  and  time  presses. 
I  rejoice  you  are  to  be  with  us  on  Wednesday  next. 
The  carriage  will  be  in  on  Monday  with  William,  and 
you  can  come  out  in  it  How  I  long  for  you,  my 
dearest  love  ;  how  I  long  for  Wednesday,  and  all  its 
joys  and  pleasures.  What  a  scrawl,  Betsy ;  how  un- 
connected the  sentences ;  in  short,  what  a  production. 
It  is  a  letter  that  requires  a  partial  eye  like  yours  to 
peruse.  I  have  time  for  no  revisions,  but  I  trust 
there  is  need  of  none.  The  language  of  the  heart,  in 
however  uncouth  a  form,  should  be  the  most  accept- 
able«  Farewell,  thou  joy  of  my  life ;  dearest,  dearest, 
dearest  being,  darling  Betsy,  your  ever  affectionate 
and  unalterably  attached 

(signed)        R.  J.  Hanyman* 

P.  iSl-"— Let  me  hear  of  your  health  by  Jemima  (his 
sister).  Do  not  tire ;  nor  write  again,  as  the  time  of 
our  meeting  is  nearer  than  I  dared  to  hope. 

In  another  letter  the  Defender  said  **  You  have  now 
^'  no  embraces  for  any  one  else ;  not  even  for  aunt 
'<  Fraser  or  sister  Anne.  I  call  them  so,  for  your 
^'  aunt  is  my  aunt,  and  your  sister  my  sister."  There 
were  several  other  letters  proved,  which  were  written 
in  a  similar  style. 


The  following  are  letters  written  by  the  Pursuer  to 
the  Defender  previous  to  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  in  which,  while  she  pleads  for  her  children,  it  is 
to  be  remarked  that  she  does  not  insist  on  her  claims 
upon  the  defender  as  her  husband. 
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Letter,  Pursuer  to  Defender^  bearing  Edinburgh 
post-mark  of  3d  July  1824. 

Your  children  are  starving,  and  almost  naked,  going 
about  without  a  shoe  on  their  poor  feet.  Is  it  possible 
you  can  know  this,  and  not  do  something  for  them  i 
The  smallest  supply  would  be  thankfully  received  on 
their  account ;  and  unless  it  be  quickly,  God  only  knows 
what  is  to  become  of  them.  They  are  at  present  a 
burden  on  the  meagre  bounty  of  those  who  can  ill 
afford  a  morsel  for  their  own  children,  and  who  cannot 
be  expected,  were  they  ever  so  willing,  to  be  able  to 
do  it  any  longer.  O !  think  but  for  a  moment  of  their 
situation,  and  surely  your  heart  cannot  but  pity,  and 
your  hand  assist  them.  There  is  no  matter  how  small 
the  sum;  little  will  supply  their  present  wants.  Do 
send  them  something  by  the  coach  of  Monday,  ad- 
dressed to  A.  George,  No.  5,  Murray-street,  Cross- 
causeway.  Do,  for  Heaven's  sake,  send  them  some- 
thing, or  they  must  die  for  want,  or  meet  with  an 
untimely  grave.  What  a  dreadful  thought!  what  a 
dreadful  end!  after  all  that  has  been  suffered  for 
them* 

Anxiously  will  Monday  s  coach  be  looked  for.  How 
they  are  to  subsist  till  then  I  know  not ;  but  may  God 
temper  the  wind  to  the  shorn  lamb.  O !  need  more 
be  said  to  make  you  feel.  No,  for  after  what  has  been 
said,  if  you  give  them  no  assistance,  this  world  with 
them  will  soon  be  at  an  end. 

Saturday  morning,  six  o'clock. 


1831. 
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Addressed  as  before. 
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No.  18. 

Letter,  Pursuer  to  Defeuder,  bearing  Leitb  post-mark 

of  25th  December  1824. 

Sir, — I  did  not  tbink  any  thing  could  .have  induced' 
me  to  write  to  you  again ;  but,  alas  !  the  wants  of  two 
poor  little  creatures  compel  me  to  it}  far  less  did 
I  think  that  the  business  now  pending  would  have  been 
so  long  of  being  decided.  I  ask  for  nothing  for  my- 
self. I  merely  ask  for  a  small  sum  to  supply  theix 
present  great  want.  They  have  passed  this  day  with- 
out food,  and  are  likely  to  do  the  same  to-morrow. 
The  only  means  I  have  now  in  my  power  to  avert 
starvation  is  to  beg  from  door  to  door  for  them ;  and 
the  most  likely  consequence  is  that  I  shall  be  sent  to 
the  police,  where  I  must  give  an  account  of  what  has 
reduced  myself  and  them  to  such  want.  I  cannot 
possibly  think  you  would  like  to  have  your  neglect  of 
them  made  so  public.  I  would  not  have  made  this 
application,  but  I  have  wearied  out  the  few  friends 
I  have,  begging  for  them.  I  lay  myself  out  of  the 
question;  for  I  have  worked  more  in  the  last  few 
months  than  would  have  been  sufficient  to  keep  me 
comfortable.  How  can  you  be  so  unfeeling  to  them, 
however  much  you  may  wish  to  punish  me  ?  Surely 
they  are  innocent*  My  mind  is  often  in  a  state  of 
madness.  I  wander  the  street  without  knowing  whither 
I  am  going ;  and  O !  what  dreadful  thoughts  often 
possess  it  When  I  look  from  my  window  and  see 
the  broad  sea  before  me,  1  think  how  soon  might  all 
our  miseries  be  at  an  end.  But  O  !  blessed  be  God, 
my  soul  has  yet  been  kept  from  the  dreadful  crime  of 
murder.  May  his  power  preserve  my  soul  from  such 
a  crime.  I  now  humble  myself  to  beg  from  you  for 
them ;  and  if  you  do  not  send  something  by  Monday's 
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coach,  do  not  blame  me  for  what  may  be  the  conse- 
qnence,  for  I  am  nearly  distracted.  You  may  addresa 
your  parcel,  as  you  did  the  las^  to  A.  George,  Murray- 
street,  Crosscauseway.  It  must  be  carriage  paid,  for 
I  have  nothing. 

The  Commissaries,  by  a  majority,  declared  for  the 
marriage ;  upon  which  the  cause  was  brought  by  ad- 
vocation  before  the  Court  of  Session,  by  which  the 
cause  was  remitted  to  the  Conmiissaries,  with  in- 
structions to  allow  additional  proof.  The  Commis- 
saries having  taken  and  considered  the  additional 
proof,  again  found  for  the  marriage,  and  this  judgment 
was  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Session,  from  which  there 
was  an  appeal  to  the  Lords.  The  cause  was  heard  in 
the  House  of  Lords  on  the  Sd  March  1831,  when  the 
following  authorities  were  cited.  Case  of  Campbeliy 
28th  November  1821 ;  Dalrymple  v.  Dalrymple,  2 
Hag.  61  i  case  of  Cunningham,  2  Dow,  482 ;  Sassen  v. 
Campbell,  Fac.  Coll.  1824 ;  Johnstone  v.  Smith,  Diet. 
12,681 ;  Anderson  v.  FuUerton,  Diet.  12,690 ;  case  of 
Hislop,  Mor.  13,908;  Buchanan  v.  Macnab,  Mor. 
13,918;  case  of  Zinwiwg",  Mor.  13,909;  Pennycookv. 
Grinton,  Mor.  12,077;  Smith  ^.Grierson,  Mor.  12,391. 
And,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  word  wife  in  one  of  the 
letters  having  been  written  on  an  erasure,  the  case  of 
Gibson,  2  Dow,  270 ;  case  of  Kemp,  Diet  16,949 ; 
case  oi  Adam,  Fac.  Coll.  1810;  and  the  case  of  the 
Earl  qfTraquair,  1822,  were  cited. 

Lord  Chancellor: — This  case  is  one  of  very  great 
importance  to  the  parties,  and  it  has  been  argued  that 
it  is  of  equal  importance  as  connected  with  the  mar* 
riage  law  of  Scotland.  But  I  regard  it  as  a  mere  ques- 
tion of  fact,  and  in  affirming  the  judgment  I  wish  to 
guard  myself  against  the  supposition  that  in  deciding 
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this  case  I  am  actuated  by  any  desire  in  any  way  to 
alter  the  long  established  principles  of  the  marriage 
law  of  Scotland,  which  ought  to  be  strictly  preserved 
and  adhered  to  till  altered  by  the  Legislature. 

Two  points  have  been  raised  and  argued  in  the 
Court  below,  and  at  your  Lordships'  bar ;  first,  that  the 
summons  is  confined  to  the  case  of  a  marriage  per 
verba  de  presently  and  that  this  ground  was  abandoned 
by  the  Pursuer,  who  rested  her  case  entirely  on  the 
ground  of  the  promise  cum  copula.  But  on  looking  at 
the  whole  of  the  summons,  I  think  there  is  no  sufficient 
foundation  for  this  objection.  It  is  loose,  certainly; 
but  looking  at  the  latter  part,  and  at  all  that  appears 
within  the  four  comers  of  the  instrument,  I  think  the 
whole  matter  is  let  in.  The  next  question  then  is,  and 
it  is  the  only  one  which  we  have  now  to  consider, 
whether  there  was  in  this  case  a  promise  cum  copula. 

I  take  the  marriage  law  of  Scotland  as  I  find  it, 
although  it  makes  so  perilous  an  experiment  on  human 
passions  when  it  says  that  a  person,  of  the  one  sex  at 
the  age  of  \%  and  of  the  other  at  the  age  of  14,  who 
would  not,  the  one  till  nine  years,  the  other  till  seven 
years  after,  be  competent  by  law  to  affect  one  half 
quarter  of  an  acre  of  an  estate,  may  legally  perform 
the  most  solemn  act  of  life,  may  enter  into  a  binding 
contract  of  holy  matrimony,  establishing  an  union  for 
life  from  which  issue  may  be  procreated,  and  which 
may  carry  all  the  estates  and  honours  of  a  family  to 
the  children  of  (it  may  be)  a  common  prostitute ;  whe- 
ther it  is  consistent  or  expedient  that  a  system  should 
continue  by  which  in  half  a  moment,  when  passion  is 
predominent  and  reason  is  lulled  asleep—in  half  a 
moment— no  time  allowed  for  reflection,  a  person  at 
such  an  age  is  made  capable  of  binding  himself  or 
herself  in  the  most  solemn  contract  of  life,  involving 
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consequences  affecting  the  whole  of  the  property  and 
the  honours  of  families,  is  a  matter  into  which  I  do 
not  at  present  stop  to  inquire.  It  is  sufficient  if  the 
marriage  be  valid*  A  marriage  may  be  irregular,  and 
the  parties  concerned  in  it  may  be  punished  by  eccle- 
siastical censures  and  otherwise,  but  still  it  may  be 
valid,  and  draw  after  it  all  the  consequences  of  the 
most  valid  measure,  and  affect  the  issue  as  completely 
as  the  most  solemn  marriage  contracted  after  open 
publication  of  banns  by  the  gravest  clergyman  of  the 
Established  Church.  That  is  the  law,  and  we  are  here 
to  administer  it ;  and  such  being  the  law,  now  let  us 
proceed  to  consider  the  facts  of  this  case. 

Consent  alone  makes  the  marriage,  and  there  are 
three  vrays  in  which  that  consent  may  be  proved.  The 
first  is  consent  in  fact,  per  verba  de  presenti ;  secondly, 
consent  partly  by  presumption  of  law,  and  partly  in 
fact,  as  when  the  parties  live  together  as  married,  and 
are,  habit  and  repute,  husband  and  wife.  The  third  is 
that  which  more  nearly  concerns  this  case,  where  there 
is  a  promise  or  engagement  to  marry  de  futuro^  with 
copula  following.  Now  a  promise,  like  all  other  facts, 
may  be  proved  by  direct  evidence,  or  by  circumstances. 
It  may  be  proved  by  vritnesses  who  heard  it  given,  or 
by  writing;  but  a  promise  may  be  proved  without 
these  things.  It  may  be  inferred  from  circumstances 
which  may  be  proved  by  witnesses  or  by  writing,  and 
if  there  is  sufficient  evidence  of  that  kind  to  satisfy  the 
Court  that  the  promise  was  given,  and  that  the  sub- 
sequent copula  did  take  place,  the  case  is  made  out  as 
well  as  if  it  had  been  proved  by  more  direct,  and  what 
might  be  considered  more  satisfactory  evidence :  al- 
though in  our  law  circumstantial  evidence  is,  in  some 
respects,  held  to  be  stronger  than  direct  testimony, 
upon  the  principle  that  it  is  much  more  difficult  to 
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make  out  a  bad  case  by  a  train  of  circumstances,  thaa 
to  make  it  out  by  direct  falsehood.  This  is  a  case  of 
circumstances,  and  let  us  see  tlien  what  the  circom* 
stances  are. 

I  shall  now  take  this  case  as  if  I  were  sitting  at  tdii 
prius^  and  stating  to  the  jury  the  grounds  on  which 
they  were  to  find  their  verdict.  I  should  tell  them  that 
there  were  three  matters  in  isdue;  and  that,  in  the 
first  place,  they  must  be  satisfied  that  a  serious  promise 
was  given  and  accepted;  secondly,  that  cohabitation 
followed;  and  thirdly,  I  should  tell  them  that  i( 
between  the  promise  and  subsequent  cohabitation, 
there  was  no  disconnection,  no  medium,  the  law  con*- 
sidered  the  copula  as  connected  with  the  promise. 
Now  here  there  is  clearly  a  copula ;  and  the  interval 
between  that  and  the  promise,  if  promise  there  was, 
was  so  short,  that  there  was  no  reasonable  g^round  to 
question  the  connection.  Then  tiiieonly  question  i^  as 
to  the  existence  of  the  promise.  I  deny  that  court- 
ship, or  an  intention  to  marry,  however  plainly  made 
out,  can  constitute,  or,  in  the  language  of  the  Scotch 
law,  is  equipollent  to  a  promise.  There  must  be  a 
promise,  and  the  promise  must  be  mutual  and  binding 
on  both  parties ;  for  the  law  attaches  on  the  promise, 
and  not  on  the  intention.  But  still,  courtship  is  a  most 
material  circumstance,  when  we  have  to  consider 
whether  there  was  a  promise.  When  we  consider 
how  natural  it  is  that  lovers  should  marry,  and  that 
marriage  is  usually  the  result  of  courtship,  and  that  in 
these  cases  mutual  promises  are  so  common,  although 
courtship,  or  intention,  will  not  supply  the  place  of 
a  promise,  yet  they  come  so  near,  that  if  these  are 
once  made  out,  we  get  on  a  good  way  towards  our 
journey's  end.  Now,  looking  at  the  evidence  as  it 
appears  in  these  letters,  I  firid  the  strongest  expres* 
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wms  of  virtuous  affection.     He  says,  "  If  the  senti- 
'^  ments  which  I  so  ardently  feel,  and  have  so  re- 
peatedly avowed,  be  reciprocal,  hesitate  not  to  say 
so.     Love  me,  as  I  love  you,  and  put  my  heart  at 
rest  by  assuring  me  of  it. — Believe  me,  with  an 
''  attachment  strong  as  it  is  pure,  your's  most  affec- 
^*  tionately«-*^Farewell,  thou  in  whom  all  my  joys  are 
^^  centered!-^ I  trust  you  will  never  be  able  to  accuse 
me  of  having  a  bad  heart* — I  would  not  intention- 
ally hurt  any  one,  far  less  that  being  for  whose 
happiness  I  would  lay  down  my  existence/'     And 
many  other  expressions  of  the  same  import.    Then, 
was  the  attachment  reciprocal,  and  the  promise  ac* 
cepted  ?     The  answer  to  the  first  letter,  although  it  is 
Hot  produced,  must  have  come,  for  the  next  one  refers 
to  it.     He  says,  *^  I  received  your  most  welcome  let- 
**  ter  this  morning,  my  ever  dearest  Eliza!    Well  does 
it  deserve  an  immediate  acknowledgment.     Never 
can  I  sufficiently  thank  you  for  the  alacrity  which 
you  have  displayed.     Nothing,  I  trust,  will  thwart 
the  happiness  I  look  forward  to;  nothing  shall— ^ 
nothing  can ;  for  it  is  felicity  sanctioned  by  virtue 
herself,  and  every  thing  that  is  tender  and  amiable." 
Jn  the  first  of  the  letters  he  earnestly  entreats  her  not 
%o  hesitate  to  avow  a  reciprocal  attachment,  and  the 
answer  must  have  been  favourable;  for  in  his  next 
letter  he  says,  that  the  answer  was  most  welcome,  and 
thanks  her  for  the  alacrity  she  had  displayed.     Hie 
first  step  is  the  promise ;  the  second  the  acceptance. 
In  the.  first  letter  he  says  that  he  feels  an  attachment  to 
her  strong  as  it  is  pure,  and  this  certainly  points  to  a 
courtship  with  a  view  to  matrimony;  and,  as  Lord 
Stowel  says,  in  DdrympU's  case^  we  are  not  to  specu* 
late  an  intention,  but  look  to  that  which  the  words 
impl^.     If  a  person  denies  the  intention  expressed  by 
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his  words,  he  must,  as  Lord  Stowel  says,  '^  first  assign 
and  prove  some  other  intention ;  and  secondly,  that 
'  such  other  intention  so  alleged  by  him  was  fully 
understood  by  the  other  party  to  the  contract,  at 
"  the  time  it  was  entered  into/'  We  are  to  consider 
what  the  words  naturally  meant,  and  in  what  sense 
they  were  understood  and  received;  for  it  would  be 
monstrous  to  allow  a  man,  in  such  a  serious  transac- 
tion, using  serious  words  expressive  of  serious  inten- 
tions, to  turn  round  and  aver  a  private  intention  re- 
served in  his  own  breast,  to  avoid  a  contract  which  was 
differently  understood  by  the  party  with  whom  he  con- 
tracted. The  promise  contemplates' a  future  marriage. 
**  Nothing,"  he  says,  "  will  thwart  the  happiness  I  look 
"  forward  to :  it  is  felicity  sanctioned  by  virtue,  and 
"  every  thing  that  is  tender  and  amiable."  Can  any 
man  understand  this  as  having  any  other  meaning  than 
a  view  to  marrying,  or  suppose  that  she  understood  it 
as  having  any  other  meaning  ?  and  if  the  lady  accepted 
the  promise, — and  she  might  have  considered  this  as 
a  direct  promise, — and  complied  with  the  request,  and 
gave  a  mutual  promise,  and  all  this  before  cohabitation, 
and  the  concubitus  followed,  the  marriage  was  consti- 
tuted. I  cannot  accede  to  Lord  Glenlee's  view  as  to 
the  trashy  nature  of  this  tender  and  amiable  felicity. 
With  great  respect  for  him,  I  do  not  think  his  view  of 
the  matter  so  philosophic  or  sound  as  to  enable  me  to 
get  rid  of  the  manifest  tendency  of  the  letter.  He  goes 
on  to  say,  "  In  offering  you,  my  best  beloved,  that 
^'  heart  which  has  been  long  devoted  to  you,  I  have 
^'  only  to  lament  that  it  is  not  a  more  deserving  gift  to 
"  her  to  whom  it  is  offered.  We  will  talk  over  the 
**  future  when  we  meet."  What  could  a  woman  think 
they  were  to  talk  over  but  the  marriage,  the  matrimonial 
future?   Then  in  the  third  letter,  written  before  the 
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concubituSf  he  says,  "  I  should  have  wrote  half  a  dozen        issi. 
"  letters  before  now,  in  return  for  the  affectionate  ones     honymak 
"  I  have  received  from  you.     I  ask  but  a  continuance     _    ^' 

ClMPBELL 

''  of  such  goodness  for  one  fortnight  longer,  and  by  and  others. 
'^  that  time  1  hope  to  be  indebted  for  favours  of  a  still 
*^  more  tender  sort  than  even  those  of  your  dear  letters, 
^*  &c. — Even  death  itself  shall  not  subdue  the  fervour 
**  of  my  attachment. — You  deprive  me  of  a  great  plea- 
"  sure  by  prohibiting  my  delivering  your  letter  to  our 
*'  uncle."  And  then,  in  a  letter  written  subsequent  to 
the  copulCy  he  says,  '*  You  have  now  no  embraces  for 
any  one  else,  not  even  for  aunt  Fraser  or  sister  Anne. 
I  call  them  so,  for  your  auut  is  my  aunt,  and  your 
'^  sister  is  my  sister."  Add  to  this  the  interest  he  takes 
in  the  expected  event  of  the  birth  of  a  child.  "  Tell 
"  me,  my  Betsy,  if  there  is  any  likelihood  of  the  event 
'*  which  you  and  I  talked  about  taking  place.  I  must 
**  be  with  you  to  comfort  and  soothe  you,  and  to  par- 
"  take  of  the  joy  such  an  event  will  excite."  These 
are  the  expressions  of  one  who  looked  to  a  matrimonial 
engagement  and  to  a  legitimate  child. 

Taking  all  the  letters  together,  the  only  rational  in- 
ference is  that  he  looked  to  a  marriage  and  promised, 
and  then  actually  did  marry  this  lady,  and  that  he  only 
deferred  its  public  acknowledgment  till  the  death  of 
his  father,  who  might  think  such  a  connection  unseemly 
and  degrading.  I  should  differ  with  him  on  that  head. 
She  has  a  character  as  pure  and  unimpeached  as  any 
woman  that  ever  came  to  this  bar ;  and  even  if  he  had 
been  a  wealthy  instead  of  a  poor  gentleman,  having 
then  only  QOOL  a  year,  I  should  not  have  thought  that 
he  at  all  degraded  himself  by  a  matrimonial  connection 
with  a  virtuous  and  an  accomplished  woman. 

Now  if  there  had  been  any  doubt,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, as  to  the  promise,  from  any  ambiguity  in 
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the  expressions,  the  subseqaeht  copula  would  miake  it' 
certain.  The  probability  is  turned  to  a  certainty  when' 
she  gives  up  her  person  as  the  consideration  for  the' 
promise ;  as  if,  in  an  ordinary  contract,  I  had  any  doubt 
as  to  the  price  stipulated,  if  I  saw  the  price  paid/ 
I  should  have  no  doubt  as  to  what  was  the  price  stipu- ' 
lated.  I  do  not  here  cite  text  writers  or  other  authorities.' 
I  know  that  I  am  following  out  the  principles  of  die 
marriage  law  of  Scotland,  and  establishing  a  whole- 
some rule  of  salutary  tendency  to  human  virtue. 

These  are  the  grounds  on  which  I  think  this  marriage 
has  been  made  out.     I  have,  in  a  great  measure,  laid 
out  of  view  the  letter  in  which  the  expression  ^^  beloved' 
"  wife"  occurs,  as  the  word  wife  is  written  on  an  era-' 
sure,  and  is  favourable  to  the  object  of  the  party  out  of 
whose  custody  it  came. 

The  other  facts  are  sufficient  to  make  out  the  case,' 
notwithstanding  some  slight  doubts  arising  from  two 
circumstances.  The  one  is,  that  in  the  letter  of  the 
14th  July  1824,  written  by  her  to  the  Appellant,  she 
rests  her  case  mainly  on  a  letter  alleged  to  have  been 
sent  to  her  from  the  Appellant's  sister,  in  which  the 
latter  called  her,  her  dearest  sister,  and  her  dearest 
Lady  Dicky,  and  yet  that  letter  is  not  produced  in 
evidence.  I  doubt  whether  the  lady,  when  demand-  '- 
ing  her  rights,  did  not,  perhaps  under  the  bad  advice 
of  friends,  put  forth  a  stronger  case  than  she  could 
make  out,  and  a  good  case  has  often  been  marred  by 
an  attempt  to  make  it  better.  Be  it  so ;  but  still  the 
evidence  is  sufficient,  independently  of  any  such  letter. 
The  other  ground  of  doubt  is,  that  in  the  letters  in 
which  she,  in  such  painful  terms,  solicits  money  for 
her  children,  she  makes  no  claim  to  the  rights  of  a 
wife.  This  has  a  tendency  to  raise  a  doubt ;  but  per- 
haps she  might  have  been  ignorant  of  her  4egal  rights,^ 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR. 


287 


or  of  the  means  of  enforcing  them.     Upon  the  whole, 
I  think  the  judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

I  have  borne  testimony  to  the  character  of  the  lady, 
as  far  as  it  appears  on  these  proceedings,  for  the  sake 
of  the  Appellant  as  well  as  of  the  Respondent.-  She 
is  now  his  wife,  and  this  takes  off  any  tarnish  that  may 
have  been  attached  to  her  character  elsewhere.  I  say 
safor  his  sake  as  well  as  hers.  He  may  have  acted 
harshly  and  foolishly,  under  the  influence  of  feelings 
of  family  pride.  He  was  a  young  man,  and  may  have 
been  irritated  by  the  state  of  bad  health  which  his  resi- 
dence in  India  had  produced.  I  look  upon  his  acts 
a3  tenderly  as  possible,  and  I  hope  that  both  parties 
will  go  from  this  bar  as  persons  whose  characters  are 
nnitnpeached. 
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Judgment  affirmed. 
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Sheriff.      HuHPHRYs Plaintiff  in  Error. 

ExecudoD.      -Tfc  o  \ 

Misreprescn.  Pratt  (Sheriff)    -    -    -    -  Defendant  in  Errm^^ 

Ution. 

H.  gives  a^.  fa,  to  a  sheriff  to  be  executed  against  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  D,  and  points  out  some  cattle  on  the 
lands  of  D.  as  being  the  property  of  D,  when  in  reality  they 
were  not;  and,  upon  this  representation,  the  sheriff  takes 
them  in  execution.  The  real  owner  sues  the  sheriff  and 
recovers,  and  the  sheriff  sues  H.  for  his  damages  and  costs 
incurred  through  the  misrepresentation.  Judgment  in  the 
Courts  of  Exchequer  and  Exchequer  Chamber  for  the  sheriff! 
Affirmed  by  the  Lords. 

HUMPHRYS,  the  Plaintiff  in  Error,  obtained  a 
judgment  in  Michaelmas  Term  1826,  against  Doro* 
thea  Power,  and  sued  out  a  fieri  fadaSj  which  he  de- 
livered to  Harvey  Pratt,  the  Defendant  in  Error,  then 
sheriff  of  Kilkenny,  to  be  executed,  and  pointed  out 
some  cattle  then  on  the  lands  of  Dorothea  Power,  as 
her  goods  and  chattels,  and  upon  that  representation 
the  sheriff  took  the  cattle  in  execution.  John  Power, 
a  son  of  Dorothea,  brought  an  action  against  the 
sheriff,  proved  that  the  cattle  were  his,  and  had  judg« 
ment  in  his  favour.  The  sheriff  then  brought  n 
action  in  the  Exchequer  against  Humphrys,  for  the 
amount  of  the  damages  and  costs  recovered  by  John 
Power  against  him  the  sheriff.  The  declaration  con* 
tained  five  counts,  to  all  of  which  the  plaintiff  in  error 
pleaded  not  guilty ;  and  issue  being  joined  thereon, 
the  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  at  the  Spring  Assizes  for 
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die  county  of  Kilkenny^  in  the  year  1 828,  when  a  ver-       i  si  i . 
diet  was  found  for  the  Defendant  in  Error,  damages    u^p^^. 
87/.  15 s^  Id.  upon  the  fifth  count  of  the  declara-      _  t?. 
tion. 

That  count  is  as  follows : 

And  whereas  also,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
committing  of  the  grievances  in  this  count  mentioned, 
to  wit,  on  the  26th  day  of  December,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1 826,  at  Kilkenny,  to  wit,  at  Dublin,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  the  said  Plaintiff  was  high-sheriff  of 
the  county  of  Kilkenny,  and  the  said  Defendant  had 
tiien  and  there  caused  to  be  delivered  to  the  said 
Plaintiff,  as  such  sheriff,  a  certain  other  writ  of  our 
said  Lord  the  King,  commonly  called  a  writ  of  ^fieri 
faciaSf  which  had  theretofore  issued  out  of  the  court 
of  our  said  Lord  the  King,,  before  the  Barons  of  the 
Exchequer  at  Dublin,  at  the  suit  of  the  said  Defendant, 
against  one  Dorothea  Power,  bearing  teste  the  28th 
day  of  November,  in  the  seventh  year  of  the  reign^ 
and  returnable  into  said  court  in  eight  days  of  St 
Hilary^  and  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of 
Kilkenny,  by  which  said  writ  our  said  Lord  the  King 
commanded  the  said  sheriff,  that  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  said  Dorothea  Power  in  his  bailiwick, 
he  should  cause  to  be  levied  the  sum  of  95/.  19'.  Sd. 
And  the  said  Defendant  then  and  there  represented 
and  affirmed  to  the  said  Plaintiff,  that  the  said  Doro-* 
thea  Power  was  possessed  of  certain  goods  and  chat- 
tels liable  to  be  seized  under  the  said  writ,  within  his 
bailiwick,  which  goods  and  chattels,  the  said  Defendant 
would  then  and  there  cause  to  be  shown  to  the  said 
^Plaintiff,  and  then  and  there  required  the  said  Plaintiff 
to  seize  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  under  the  said  exe- 
cution. And  the  said  Plaintiff  further  says,  that  he, 
confiding  iu  the  said  representation  and  affirmation  of  the 
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^^  said  Defendant,  and  believing  the  same  to  be  true,  and: 
not  knowing  to  the  contrary  thereof,  did  afterwards,  tO' 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  and  at  the  place  last  aforesaid, 
seize  within  his  bailiwick,  at  the  request  and  by  .the  ^ 
directions  and  at  the  requisition  of  the  said  Defendant, 
under  the  said  last-mentioned  writ,  certain  goods  and 
chattels,  that  is  to  say,  nine  cows  and  three  heifers, 
which  were  then  and  there  shown  by  the  said  Defied- 
ant  to  the  said  Plaintiff,  as  and  for  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  said  Dorothea  Power,  liable  to  be 
seised  under  the  said  writ,  and  that  the  said  goods 
and  chattels  were  afterwards  claimed  by  one  John 
Power  as  his>  property ;  and  that  the  said  Defend- 
ant, after  such  seizure  and  claim,  insisted  and  •  as- 
serted that  ihe  said  claim  was  unfounded.  And  die 
said  Plaintiff  further  saith,  that  the  said  Defendant, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  deceived  and  defrauded  the 
Plaintiff  in  this,  to  wit,  that  the  said  last-mentioned 
goods  and  chattels  were  not  at  the  time  of  the  deli** 
very  of  the  said  writ  to  the  said  Plaintiff,  or  when  they 
were  so  shown  or  seized,  or  at  any  time  after  the  de^ 
livery  of  the  said  writ  to  the  said  Plaintiff,  the  gooda 
or  chattels^  or  property  of  the  said  Dorothea  Power, 
liable  to  be  seized  under  such  writ  And  the  said 
Plaintiff  further  says,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
Idth  day  of  February,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1827> 
at  Kilkenny,  to  wit,  at  Dublin,  in  the  county  afore- 
saidy  one  John  Power,  as  the  true  and  lawful  owner  of 
the  said  last-mentioned  goods  and  chattels,  at  the  time 
they  were  so  shown  to  the  said  Plaintiff,  and  seized 
under  the  said  last-mentiened  writ,  brought  his  certain 
action  against  the  said  Plaintiff  in  the  Court  of  our  said 
Lord  the  King,  before  the  Barcms  of  the  Exchequer  at 
Dublin,  to  recover  damages  for  the  seizing  and  taking 
of  the  said  goods  under  the  said  last-mentioned  writ ; 
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and  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had  in  the  a^d'.      lasi. 
action,  that  the  said  John  Power  afterwardfi  to  wit». 
in  Trinity  Term,  in  the  8th  year  of  the  reign  of  his     '  ^  v 
said  present  Majesty,  before  the  said  Barons  of  th^. 
Exchequer  at  Dublin  aforesaid,  at  Kilkenny,  to  wit, 
at  Dublin  in  the  county  aforesaid,  by  the  consideratton 
and  judgment  of  the  said  Court,  recovered  i^inst  the 
said  Plaintiff  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
50  Lj  as  and  for  the  value  of  the  said  goods  and  chat- 
tels so  seized  by  the  said  Plaintiff,  as  last  aforesaid, . 
and  the  further  sum  of  97 1.  15s.  Id.^  for  costs  and 
charges  by  the  said  John  Power,  about  his  said  suit  in . 
that  behalf  expended,  making  together  the  sum  of 
77 /•  ISs.  Id.;  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  ihe 
19th  day  of  November,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  at: 
Kilkenny,  to  wit,  at  Dublin  in  the  coukity  afoiesaid*  * 
the  said  Plaintiff  was  forced  and  obliged  to  pay,  and' 
then  and  there  did  pay,  to  the  said  John  Power,  the 
said  sum  of  77 /•  15  s.  1  (/.,  and  was  also  then  and  there 
forced  and  obliged  to  lay  out  and  expend  a  certain 
other  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  40  /.,  in , 
and  about  defending  the  said  action  so  brought  against 
him  as  last  aforesaid,  and  in  and  about  taking  and  per- 
suing other  necessary  proceedings  made  incumbent 
upon  him,  in  consequence  of  the  said  seizure,  and  the  * 
said  recovery,  and  was  and  is  otherwise  greatly  iiyur^dj 
and  the  said  Plaintiff  says,  that  by  reason  of  the  said : 
several  premises  he  has  been  injured,  and  has  sus« 
tained  damage  to  the  amount  of  500  /. 

The  Defendant  in  Error  entered  a  fioUe  praseqtu 
upon  the  first,  second,  third  and  fourth  counts  of  the 
declaration. 

The  Plaintiff  in  Error  moved  in  the  Court  of  Ex- . 
chequer,  in  Ireland,  to  arrest  Judgment,  on  the  ground 
that  the  fifth  count  did  not  allege  that  the  misrepte- . 
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1831.       sentation,  as  to  tbe  property  in  the  goods/  was  made 
sdanter  ot  frauduknter. 

This  motion  was  refnsed,  and  judgment  was  gives 
for  the  Defendant  in  Error. 

The  Plaintiff  in  Error  then  bronght  a  writ  of  error 
in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Ireland  ;  and 
the  case  having  been  argued,  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  was  affirmed. 

The  Defendant  in  Error  submitted  that  the  de* 
oisions  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  and  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  were  right,  and  that  the  fiflth 
count  set  out  a  sufficient  cause  of  action,  and  for  the 
following  reasons  : 

First — That  it  is  a  principle  of  law,  that  he  who 
affirms  either  that  which  be  does  not  know  to  be  true, 
or  that  which  he  knows  to  be  false,  to  another's  preju- 
dice, and  his  own  gain,  is  a  wrong-doer,  and  must 
answer  in  damages  for  the  injury  occasioned  by  such 
falsehood. 

Secondly. — That  it  appears  by  the  fifdi  count  that 
the  Plaintiff  in  Error  did  not  know  what  he  represented 
to  be  true ;  for  the  representation,  as  to  the  property 
in  the  goods,  is  averred  to  have  been  untrue,  and  con- 
sequently, the  Plaintiff  in  Error  was  guilty  of  falsehood, 
to  the  damage  of  the  Defendant  in  Error,  the  Plaintiff 
in  Error  being  at  the  time  interested  in  making  the 
representation. 

Thirdly. — That  it  further  appears  that  the  falsehood 
of  the  representation  was  prejudicial  to  the  Defendant 
in  Error,  and  caused  the  damage  to  him  set  out  in  the 
fifth  count. 

Fourthly. — That  the  Defendant  in  Error  was  by  law 
bound,  in  performance  of  his  duty  as  sheriff,  to  act 
upon  the  representation  as  to  the  property  in  the  goods 
so  made  by  the  Plaintiff  in  Error,  at  the  peril  of  an 
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action  at  the  suit  of  the  Plaintiff  in  Error,  if  he,  the       i8Si. 
Defendant  in  Error,  had  neglected  or  refused  so  to    fi^^^J^^^ 
act. 

Fifthly. — That,  consequently,  a  duty  vras  imposed 
upon  the  Plaintiff  in  Error  to  represent  the  fact,  as  to 
the  property  in  the  goods,  truly.  And  that  it  is  equally 
a  breach  of  duty  in  a  case  of  this  nature  to  state  that  as' 
a  fact  vrhich  the  party  representing  does  not  know  to  be 
true,  as  wilfully,  knowingly,  or  fraudulently,  to  misrepre- 
sent the  matter.  That  it  is  equally  false  in  both  cases ; 
and  that  the  relation  in  which  the  sheriff  stands  to  the 
party  making  the  representationy  and  the  necessity 
which  the  sheriff  is  under  to  act  on  the  representation 
if  true,  imposes  a  duty  on  the  person  making  such 
representation,  to  make  it  truly;  that  is,  not  to  state 
as  a  fact  that  which  he  does  not  know  to  be  true,  and 
which  turns  out  to  be  false. 

Sixthly. — ^That  the  allegation  of  wrong,  and  of  con- 
sequent damage  in  the  fifth  count,  is  at  all  events  suffi- 
^ient  after  verdict 

For  the  Plaintiff  in  Error  it  was  contended,  that  the 
Judgment  ought  to  be  reversed,  for  the  foUowing 
reasons : 

Firetw — Because  the  fifth  count  in  the  declaratioUi  on 
which  the  Judgment  has  been  entered  for  the  Defendant 
in  Error,  is  founded  on  a  false  representation,  and  the 
said  count  does  not  allege  any  sufficient  ground  to 
maintain  an  action  thereon ;  for  by  law  an  action  will 
lie  on  a  false  representation  only  in  three  classes  of 
cases ;  first,  where  the  representation  is  made  respecting 
the  subject  matter  of  a  contract  between  the  parties ; 
secondly,  where  it  is  made  fraudulently,  and  with  intent 
to  deceive ;  and,  thirdly,  where  it  is  made  with  know- 
ledge of  its  falsehood ;  whereas  the  said  fifth  count 
does  not  show  any  contract  between  the  Plaintiff  in 
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1991.       ErrcMr  aiid  tbe  Defendaiit  in  Error^  nor  does  it  allege 
HvvraAYs    ^ny  fraud  in  the  Plaintiff,  nor  assert  his  knowledge  of 
the  falsehood  of  what  he  represented. 

Secondly.— Because  the  said  fifth  count  being  defec- 

"^tif  e  in  substance,  cannot  be  made  good  by  the  yerdiet 

for  the  Defendant ;  for  though  a  verdict  may  cure  a 

defe<5tive  statement  of  a  good  title  to  maintain  an  action, 

'  it  cannot  supply  or  create  a  title,  and  it  is  contrary  to 

law  to  presume  the  existence  of  a  fraud,  or  a  scienter, 

where  such  is  not  alleged ;  and  there  is  nothing  stated 

in  the  said  fifth  count,  from  which  fraud,  or  a  scienter, 

eould  or  ought  to  be  inferred  against  the  Plaintiff  in 

'  Error ;  and  there  is  the  lesd  reason  for  any  such  in- 

ierence  in  this  case,  because  it  appears  by  the  record, 

that  there  were  other  counts  in  the  declaration  of  the 

Defendant  in  Error,  which  distinctly  averred  both  fraud 

and  a  scienter  in  the  Plaintiff  in  Error ;  and  that  on 

'  those  counts  the  Defendant  in  Error  thought  proper  to 

'  tttter  a  nolle  prosequi. 

Thirdly. — Because  the  representation  madie  by  the 
^  Plaintiff  in  Error  to  the  Defendant  in  Error,  as  stated 
:  in  the  said  fifth  count,  must  be  considered  as  having 
been  made  innocently,  and  from  a  conviction  of  its  truth* 
'  md  that  the  Plaintiff  in  Error  did  not  and  could  not 
derive  any  benefit  from  making  such  representation,  if 
fhise ;  and  even  assuming  that  the  Plaintiff  in  Error 
could  derive  a  benefit  from  making  such  representation, 
yet  the  Defendant  in  Error  could  not  maintain  an 
action  against  the  Plaintiff  in  Error  for  a  false  repre- 
sentation, which  was  not  at  the  time  known  to  him  to 
have  been  false* 

Fourthly  .-^Because  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Defend- 
ant in  Error,  as  sheriff,  to  inform  himself  of  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  the  Defendant  in  Error,  in  the  writ 
delivered  to  him,  as  set  forth  in  the  said  fifth  count ; 
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'9nd  that,  aa  such  sheriff,  he  had  by  law  ample  powers  J^^^*, 
to  enable  him  to  ascertain  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  the 
representation  made  to  him  by  the  Haintiff  in  Error* 
And  that  Defendant  in  Error,  as  such  sheriffi  was  not 
under  any  obligation  to  seize  the  goods  merely  on  the 
representation  made  to  him  by  the  Plaintiff  in  Error, 
and  must  be  considered  as  having  acted  on  his  own 
responsibilitir,  and  in  discharge  of  his  duty,  and  not 
under  the  influence  of  such  representation. 

Fifthly* — Because  the  practice  of  sheriffSi  in  requir-* 
ing  an  indemnity  from  plaintiffs  in  executions,  and  the 
practice  of  the  courts'  of  law,  in  compelling  a  plaintiff 
who  requires  a  sheriff  to  seiie  or  sell  goods  under 
a  ^fieriJbciaSf  to  give  such  sheriff  an  indemnity  in  cer* 
tain  cases,  demonstrates,  that  it  is  considered,  that 
without  such  indemnity  the  sheriff  could  not  maintain 
an  action  against  the  plaintiff  in  such  execution. 
And  that  the  representation  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  exe- 
cution which  is  merely  false,  and  is  not  accompanied 
by  fraud  or  a  scienter,  could  not  be  sufficient  to  enable 
a  sheriff  to  maintain  an  action. 

Sixthly. — Because  it  is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the 
law  to  hold  out  an  inducement  to  a  sh^iff  to  sell  under 
B^erifaciaSy  without  a  sufficient  inquiry,  which  will 
be  the  case  if  he  is  entitled  to  maintain  an  action 
against  the  plaintiff  in  an  execution,  who  innocently 
shows  him  goods  as  belonging  to  the  defendant  in  the 
execution  which  were  really  not  so. 

Seventhly. — Because  it  is  a  novel  action,  going  beyond 
the  principle  of  any  decided  case,  and  is  inconsistent 
with,  and  repugnant  to,  the  principles  of  numerous 
well-known  and  established  decisions. 

The  following  cases  were  cited :  Pasky  v.  Freeman^ 
3  T,  R.  51 ;  Haycrafi  v.  Crtasy,  2  East.  92 ;  BUke  v. 
Haoelocky    S  Camp.   37*;    Farebrother   v.    Ansky^ 
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1S31.  1  Camp.  343 ;  Adamson  v.  Jarvis,  4  Bing.  66 ;  Faster 
V.  CharkSj  6  Bing.  396,  7  Bing.  105;  Jshiey  v. 
White,  Holt,  387 ;  Merryweather  v.  Nixm^  8  T,  R- 
186. 

The  case  was  heard  in  the  House  of  Lords  on  the 
15th  March  1831,  Lord  Tenterden  presiding,  assisted 
by  Lord  Wynford.  Lord  Tenterden  intimated  that  it 
was  a  case  which  required  further  consideration,  and 
agtb  March,  judgment  was  deferred.  In  about  10  days  afterwards,  the 
ja(%ment.  ju^gm^nt  of  the  Court  below  was  affirmed.  This  was  on 
a  day  not  appointed  for  hearing  causes,  and  bdbre  the 
time  of  day  at  which,  when  no  causes  were  set  down 
for  hearing,  the  House  usually  sat ;  a  circumstance 
which  deprived  us  of  the  opportunity  of  hearing  the 
reasons  .given  by  Lords  Tenterden  and  Wynford  for 
recommending  the  affirmance. 
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APPEAL 


FROM   TH£   COURT   OF  SESSION. 


Montgomery  (Lady) 
Bridge  and  Others 


Appellant. 
Respondents 


Lord  M.  dies  indebted  in  more  than  lOOftooL,  and  leaves 
fands  applicable  to  the  payment  of  his  debts  to  the  amount 
of  only  50,000/.  The  widow  enters  into  an  obligation  to 
pay  the  whole  of  her  deceased  husband's  debts.  Held  by 
the  Court  of  Session  that  the  English  creditors  under  this 
obligation  are  entitled  to  interest  on  the  bonds  and  bills  of 
exchange,  till  the  principal  is  paid,  on  the  ground  that  such 
securities  carry  interest  by  the  law  of  England :  Secus,  as 
to  the  simple  contract  debts,  which  by  the  law  of  England 
do  not  bear  interest. 


95  March. 
1831. 

Bills  of 

£ich:in)!f« 

interest. 

Debt. 


Lord  Montgomery  died  in  1824,  indebted  in 

a  sum  of  104,000  /.  while  the  property  lefl  by  him 
available  to  his  creditors  did  not  exceed  50,000/. 
His  widow  entered  into  an  engagement  with  the  cre- 
ditors to  pay  the  whole  of  her  deceased  husband's 
debts,  and  executed  a  minute,  and  afterwards  a  formal 
instrument  to  that  effect,  and  appointed  a  commission 
to  collect  the  rents  of  her  estates,  and  to  apply  them  in 
liquidation  of  the  debts ;  and  it  was  stated  in  the  in- 
strument appointing  the  commission,  that  it  was  calcu- 
lated that  the  rents  for  five  years  would  be  sufficient  to 
pay  off  the  debts.  But  they  were  found  not  to  be  suf- 
ficient, and  Lady  Montgomery,  who  in  the  meantime 
had  married  Sir  Charles  Lamb,  and  her  husband,  re- 
fused to  contribute  beyond  the  amount  of  the  five  year  s 
VOL.   ir.  X 
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1831.       rent;  and  on  a  process  in  the  Court  of  Session,  that 
MoNTcoMEur  Court  found  that  such  was  the  limit  of  the  engage- 
B  iDOE      ^^^^»  But  on  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  that  judg- 
and  others,    ment  was  reversed,  and  it  was  found  that  the  calcula- 
tion as  to  the  five  years  was  merely  conjectural,  and 
that  the  undertaking  on  the  part  of  Lady  Montgomery 
was  to  extinguish  the  debts  of  her  deceased  husband. 

Lady  Montgomery  then  resisted  the  payment  of  any 
thing  more  than  the  debts,  since  nothing  was  said  in 
the  engagement  about  the  payment  of  interest  on  the 
debts.  But  as  the  House  of  Lords  had  decided  that 
Lady  Montgomery's  engagement  was  to  extinguish  the 
debts  of  her  deceased  husband,  the  Court  of  Session 
decided  that  the  engagement  extended  to  the  payment 
of  interest  on  such  debts  as  ex  contractu  or  es  lege  bore 
interest,  and  that,  on  that  principle,  Messrs.  Bridge 
and  Rundell,  and  the  other  English  creditors,  were 
entitled  to  interest  on  the  debts  by  bond  and  bills  of 
exchange.  The  Court,  considering  the  question  as  to 
the  interest  to  be  allowed  to  these  creditors  as  entirely 
a  question  of  English  law,  and  having  satisfied  itself 
that  by  the  English  law  such  debts  bore  interest,  found 
accordingly,  without  allowing  any  interest  on  the  simple 
contract  debts,  which  they  understood  did  not  by  the 
law  of  England  carry  interest,  as  they  did  in  Scotland. 
From  this  judgment  Lady  Montgomery,  and  her 
husband  Sir  Charles  Lamb,  appealed  to  the  Lords, 
and  it  was  contended  for  them  that  as  the  engagement 
extended  merely  to  debts,  without  any  specific  mention 
of  interest,  no  interest  ought  to  be  allowed ;  but  this 
argument  was  soon  given  up,  as  far  as  respected  the 
bond  debts,  but,  insisted  on,  by  Mr.  Tinney  particu- 
larly, ajs  to  the  bills  of  exchange  which  did  not,  as  he 
contended,  carry  interest,  technically  speaking,  at  law 
in  England,  but  the  interest  was  allowed  only  as  da- 
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mages  for  the  detention  of  the  debt;  and  he  cited  a        i83i. 
case  in  which  it  had  been  held,  in  the  King's  Bench,  that  i^^"^ 
a  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  which  was  made  up  to 
the  requisite  sum  only  by  the  addition  of  interest  on 
a  bill  of  exchange,  was  not  a  debt  so  as  to  support  a 
commission  of  bankruptcy. 


TGOMBRT 
V. 

Briimie 
and  others. 


Lord  Chancellor: — The  question  is,  whether  Lady 
Montgomery,  who,  greatly  to  her  own  honour,  under- 
took the  pious  duty  of  paying  her  deceased  husband's 
debts,  was  bound  by  her  engagement  to  pay  not  only 
the  principal,  but  interest  from  the  time  they  became 
due,  on  such  of  the  debts  as  bore  interest. 

In  the  minute,  and  the  instrument  which  followed, 
she  undertakes  to  pay  the  debts  of  her  husband,  and 
that  may  be  considered  as  disposing  of  the  question  as 
to  the  specialties,  for  the  interest  upon  them  evidently 
came  under  the  description  of  debts ;  and  then  the 
question  is^  whether,  since  bills  of  exchange,  which 
are  privileged  debts,  and  which,  by  the  English  law 
as  administered  in  equity,  carry  interest  from  the  time 
they  are  due,  the  interest  on  these  bills  is  not  a  debt 
within  the  scope  and  meaning  of  that  obligation  which 
Lady  Montgomery  so  honourably  undertook. 

I  intimated  before,  the  grounds  on  which  I  thought 
the  Court  below  did  right  in  including  the  interest  on 
that  kind  of  debt  as  debt,  but  Mr.  Tinney  has  started 
a  new  argument  here,  which  was  not  raised  in  the 
Court  below,  but  which  1  thought  worthy  of  further 
consideration.  That  has  now,  however,  been  displaced. 
Mr.  Tinney  says,  that  the  obligation  is  confined  to 
debts,  and  then  he  says,  this  being  strictly  an  English 
case,  that  interest  is  not  debt,  and  that  no  interest 
being  in  England  allowed  on  simple  contract  debts, 

X  2 


S5th  March. 
Judgment. 
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J[®3K^     no  interest  ought  to  be  allowed  on  the  bills,  although* 
Montgomery  perhaps,  it  would  be  better  if  the  law  of  England  had. 

Bridge  ^^  ^^*  head,  been  the  same  as  that  of  Scotland.  Then, 
and  others,  is  interest  on  bills  of  ^Lchange  allowed  by  the  English 
law  to  be  considered  as  debt;  and  as  to  that,  Mr.  Tinnej 
cites  the  case  of  Cameron  v.  Smithy  S  Bam.  &  Aid.  305, 
where  it  was  decided,  that  interest  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
•could  not  be  takefi  as  debt,  so  as  when  added  to  the 
principal  to  make  a  good  petitioning  creditor's  debt  to 
support  a  commission  of  bankruptcy.  On  what  does 
that  rest  ?  That  interest  on  bills  of  exchange  is  not  at 
law  given  as  interest,  properly  speaking,  so  as  to  make 
a  debt,  but  as  damages  for  the  detention  ;  and  that  to 
make  a  good  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  there  must  be 
a  debt  of  100/.  ind^endent  of  damages.  But  then 
the  bankrupt  law  is  entirely  a  creature  of  statute,  and 
therefore  it  is  held,  that  a  petitioning  creditor  s  debt 
must  be  strictly  a  principal  debt  But  there  is  a  wide 
distinction  between  that,  and  this  case.  The  Court  of 
Session  is  a  court  of  equity  as  well  as  a  court  of  law^ 
end  as  equity  here  gives  interest,  you  are  driven  back 
to  the  question,  whether  the  interest  4s  a  debt  within 
the  scope  and  meaning  of  the  obligation.  Now  the 
obvious  meaning  of  the  obligation  was,  that  Lady 
Montgomery  undertook  to  pay  all  that  was  due  and 
could  have  been  recovered  from  her  husband  if  he  had 
been  living  and  had  funds  to  pay ;  that  she  occupied  the 
same  place  with  respect  to  the  creditors  as  her  husband, 
and  stood  in  his  shoes,  and  became  *bound  to  pay  all  for 
which  he  was  liable.  Now,  although  interest  is  not 
strictly  and  technically  speaking  debt^  there  can  be  no 
doubt  but  that  he  was  bound  to  pay  interest  on  the  bilk 
till  the  principal  was  paid  up. 

It  was  candidly  admitted  that  the  argument  failed  as 
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16  interest  on  the  bonds,  and  as  to  the  bills  also  it  is,       issi. 
wben  sifted,  displaced.     I  propose  that  the  judgment  Montgomery 
be  affirmed.     Under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,         v, 
I  B9J  nothing  as  to  costs.  an/Jd^ 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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ERROR, 

13Apri!,  FROM   THE   EXCHEQUER    CHAMBER. 

1831. 

Bmkrupts         Aitorvey-General    -       -     Plaintiff^ iu  EtTor. 

Real  Estates.  ^mr  r%    /•#'.•       w 

Auction  Duty.        VV  IN  ST  AN  LEY         -  -  D:f<:ilil.       tfl  EfTOr. 

A  trader  seised  in  fee  of  real  estates,  first  mortgages  them, 
and  then  conveys  them  to  trustees  in  trust  to  pay  off  in- 
cumbrances, and  for  other  purposes.  He  then  becomes 
bankrupt ;  and  the  estates,  including  all  interests,  are  sold 
by  auction,  by  order  of  the  assignees,  with  the  concurrence 
of  the  trustees,  it  not  appearing  whether  the  mortgagees 
were  at  all  consulted  in  the  matter.  Held  by  the  House 
of  Lords,  affirming  judgments  of  the  Courts  of  Exchequer 
and  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  the  estates  so  sold  were 
estates  of  the  bankrupt,  and  as  such  exempt  from  payment 
of  the  auction  duty,  under  the  Acts  19  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  s.  ig, 
and  6  Geo.  4,  c.  9,  s.  16. 


A  WRIT  of  scire  facias  was  issued  out  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  tested  28th  day  of  May,  in  the  8th  year 
of  the  reign  of  King  George  the  Fourth,  against  Thomas 
Winstanley,  the  Defendant  in  Error,  for  recovery  of 
the  sum  of  500  /.  being  the  penalty  of  a  bond  entered 
into  by  the  Defendant  in  Error,  as  an  auctioneer.  The 
condition  of  which  bond,  as  set  out  upon  oyer,  was, 
that  the  Defendant  in  Error  should,  within  six  weeks 
after  every  sale  by  auction,  render  an  account  of  such 
sale,  and  pay  the  duty  thereon,  as  therein  mentioned. 

To  this  writ  of  scire  facias  the  Defendant  in  Error 
pleaded  a  general  performance  of  the  condition  of  the 
bond  therein  referred  to. 

To  this  plea  His  Majesty's  Attorney-General,  on 
behalf  of  His  Majesty,  filed  two  replications,  upon  the 
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first  of  which  an  issue  was  taken,  which  it  is  not  mate*        1831. 
rial  here  to  advert  to.     The  second  replication  alleged,     attorney 
that  the  Defendant  in  Error,  using  and  exercising  the     General 
trade  and  business  of  an  auctioneer,  did,  on  the  6th,  WiNKTANLEr. 
7th,  8th,  and  9th  days  of  September  1826,  sell  by 
auction  certain  estates  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and 
that  the  sum  of  1,000/.  arose  and  became  due  to  His 
Majesty  for  duties  on  such  sale ;  but  that  the  Defendant 
in  Error  did  not,  within  six  weeks  after  the  said  sale, 
make  payment  of  the  said  duties. 

To  this  replication  the  Defendant  in  Error  filed  a 
rejoinder,  alleging  that  the  estates  sold  by  the  said 
Defendant  in  Error,  as  in  the  said  replication  men- 
tioned, were,  on  the  igth  day  of  February  1823,  the 
estate  of  one  Thomas  Claughton,  who,  on  that  day, 
conveyed  them  to  divers  persons  by  way  of  mortgage, 
and  afterwards,  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release 
bearing  date  the  19th  and  20th  days  of  February 
18^,  conveyed  the  same  estates  to  trustees,  upon  cer- 
tain trusts  therein  set  forth,  for  discharging  and  satis- 
fying certain  incumbrances  thereon,  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  the  said  Thomas  Claughton  in  fee;  and 
that,  on  the  5th  day  of  March  1824,  the  said  Thomas 
Claughton  became  a  bankrupt,  and  that  a  commission 
of  bankrupt  was  issued  against  him,  and  assignees  of 
his  estate  and  effects  duly  appointed ;  and  that  the  said 
estates  so  sold  by  the  said  Defendant  in  Error,  were  so 
,sold  by  the  order  of  the  assignees,  as  such  assignees, 
under  the  said  commission,  for  the  benefit  of  the  credi- 
,tors  of  the  said  Thomas  Claughton,  and  by  the  con- 
currence of  the  said  trustees  named  in  the  said  deeds 
of  trust. 

To  this  rejoinder  His  Majesty's  Attorney-General 
filed  a  sur-rejoinder,  alleging  that  the  Defendant  in 
Error  did  sell  by  auction  the  whole  of  the  interests  in 

X4 
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1851.       the  estates  mentioned  in  the  breach  of  the  copditiofiof 

AiToii^  F.r     ^^^  ®^^^  bond,  as  well  of  the  mortgagees  and  the  incum^* 

GcdiEKAc     brancers,  in  the  said  rejoinder  mentioned,  as  of  tbe 

WJ^sTJllL£Y.  trustees  under  the  said  trast*deed,  in  the  samen^in* 

der  mentioned,  and  other  than  the  said  siippoaed  in* 
terests  of  and  belonging  to  the  estate  of  the  said 
Thomas  Claughton,  without  distingoishing  any  of  such 
interests  at  the  time  of  such  sales^  whereby  the  said 
duties  became  due  to  His  Majesty,  which  were  not 
duly  paid. 

To  this  sur-rejoinder  the  Defendant  in  Error  demur- 
red, and  His  Majesty's  Attorney-General,  on  behalf  of 
His  Majesty,  joined  in  demurrer,  and  the  case  came  on 
for  argument  in  Hilary  Term  18S8,  the  question  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Court  being,  whether  the  auction* 
duty  is  payable  upon  the  sale  of  the  estates  of  a  bank- 
rupt which  are  in  mortgage  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  wbea 
the  estates  are  sold  together  with  the  mortgage,  without 
distinguishing  the  respective  interests  of  the  bankrupt 
and  mortgagee. 

After  argument  the  Court  gave  judgment  agaiMt  the 
Crown,  and  in  favour  of  the  Defendant  in  £rror^  and 
this  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Excheqiier 
Chamber,  with  an  understanding  that  it  should  be  car« 
ried  to  the  House  of  Lords,  as  it  appeared  to  over-rule 
the  case  of  The  King  y.  Abbott,  S  Pri.  I78.  The  case 
was  accordingly  brought  by  Error  into  Parliament,  and 
.  heard  in  the  presence  of  the  Judg^  on  the  ISth  April 
1831 .  For  the  Plaintiff  in  Error  it  was  contended  that 
the  judgment  ought  to  be  reversed,  for  the  following 
among  other  reasons : 

First. — Because  the  estates  sold  by  the  Defendant  in 
Error  clearly  came  within  the  description  of  estates  on 
which  auction  duty  is  imposed  by  43  Geo.  3,  c.  69, 
sch.  A.,  and  45  Geo.  3,  c.  30 ;  and  the  only  exemptions 
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^faicb  can  by  any  colour  or  pretence  be  construed  to  I83i. 
extend  to  the  estates  sold  by  the  Defendant  in  Error,  j^^^^^^r 
iv6  the  19  Geo.  3,  c.56,  s.  15,  which  provides,  "  that  Gekeral 
^^  nothing  therein  contained  shall  extend  to  charge  with  wimst^anley. 
''  Auction  Duty  any  Estate  or  Effects  of  Bankrupts  sold 
^^  'by  order  of  the  Assignees,  tknder  a  Commission  of 
^  Bankruptcy,"  and  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  9,  »•  16,  which 
enacts,  *^  that  all  Sales  of  any  Real  or  Personal  Estate 
*^  of  any  Bankrupt  or  Bankrupts,  shall  not  be  liable 
"  to  any  Auction  Duty  ;'*  the  former  of  which  pro- 
visions has  been  repeatedly  adjudged  by  the  courts  of 
law,  and  particularly  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in 
the  case  of  7*e  King  against  Abbott,  3  Price,  p.  178, 
not  to  extend  to  cases  like  the  present,  where  estates 
belonging  to  a  bankrupt  are  in  mortage,  and  are  sold 
together  with  the  mortgage,  without  distinguishing  the 
respective  interests  of  the  bankrupt  and  mortgagee,  and 
tbe'  latter  of  which  provisions  does  not  contain  any 
stronger  words,  with  reference  to  such  exemptions, 
than  the  statute  upon  which  such  decbions  have  taken 
f laee. 

'  '  Secondly. — Because  the  estates  sold  by  the  Defend^ 
autt  in  Error,  were  not  the  estates  of  any  bankrupt  or 
baokfufpts,  so  as  to  bring  them  within  the  exemption 
of  6  Geo.  4f,  c.  9,  s.  16,  inasmuch  as  such  estates  con- 
sisted not  only  of  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the 
bankrupt  therein,  (which  alone  the  assignees  have  the 
power  to  sell),  but  also  of  an  additional  estate,  the 
estate  of  the  mortgagee,  which  is  a  distinguishable 
and  distinct  estate  from  the  bankrupt's  estate,  and 
which  could  not  have  been  sold  without  the  express 
consent  of  a  third  person,  viz.  the  mortgagee,  but 
which  might  have  been  sold  by  the  mortgagee  alone ; 
and  in  that  case  it  would  doubtless  have  been  liable 
to  the  auction  duty. 
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1 83 1 .  Thirdly. — Because  the  estates  sold  by  the  Defendant 

Attobwet  ^^  Error  (or  at  least  the  legal  and  beneficial  interest  in 
GuisAAL  such  estates)  were  not  sold  for  the  benefit  of  the  cre- 
WjMsrAXLBT.  ditors  of  the  bankrupt,  but  for  the  benefit  of  the  mort- 
gagee, and  with  his  consent ;  and  although  the  bankrupt 
laws  undoubtedly  intend  that  the  bankrupt  property 
distributable  under  them  should  be  sold  exempt  from 
duty,  inasmuch  as  such  sales  are  compulsory,  yet  it 
comes  not  within  either  the  meaning  or  the  spirit  of 
such  laws  to  exempt  from  auction  duty  the  estates  of 
other  individuals,  although  such  individuals  niay  be 
creditors  of  the  bankrupt ;  nor  sales  which,  so  far  from 
being  compulsory,  are  entirely  dependent  upon  the 
voluntary  consent  of  third  persons,  as  in  the  present 
case,  where  nothing  but  the  equity  of  redemption  could 
have  been  sold  without  the  consent  of  the  mortgagee, 
in  whom  the  legal  estate  was  vested^ 

For  the  Defendant  in  Error  it  was  contended  that 
the  judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed,  for  the  following 
among  other  reasons : 

First., — Because  the  right  of  exemption  from  the  pay- 
ment of  auction  duty,  in  favour  of  a  bankrupt's  credi- 
tors, is  not  limited  to  the  sale  of  that  interest  which 
the  bankrupt  possesses  in  an  estate,  but  is  extended  to 
the  sales  of  all  his  "  real  and  personal  estate." 

Secondly.— -Because  a  person  whose  property  has  be- 
come charged  by  mortgage  or  otherwise,  does  not  cease 
to  have  an  estate  therein,  although  the  amount  of  his 
interest  in  such  property  is  diminished ;  and  to  deny 
that  the  estate  continues  in  him,  is  equivalent  to  a 
denial  that  an  estate  can  be  charged  with  incum- 
brances. 

Thirdly. — Because  the  charge  of  auction  duty  upon 
the  sale  of  a  bankrupt's  mortgaged  estates  is  not  only 
contrary  to  the  letter  and  words  of  the  Acts  which  create 
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that  exemption,  but  totally  contrary  to  the  spirit  and       lasi. 
true  intent  of  the  same.  ^    ""    ' 

Attobney 

For  the  intention  of  the  legislature  appears  to  have  Generat. 
been  to  favour  the  creditors  of  a  bankrupt,  and  to  pro-  Winbtahlet. 
Tide  as  large  a  fund  as  possible  for  the  payment  of  his 
debts.  This  intention,  however,  it  is  obvious  must  be 
wholly  defeated  by  such  a  charge ;  and  the  auction 
duty,  if  payable  at  all,  must  be  paid  out  of  the  funds 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  general  creditors.  If 
the  proceeds  of  the  sales  are  greater  than  the  amount 
of  the  incumbrances,  the  auction  duty  must  be  paid 
out  of  the  surplus  which  remains  in  the  hands  of  the 
assignees,  B&er  discharging  those  incumbrances ;  and 
it  will  fall  wholly  upon  the  other  creditors.  If  the 
proceeds  are  less  than  the  amount  of  the  incumbrances, 
or  only  co-extensive  with  them,  the  dedtiction  of  auc* 
tion  duty  will  preclude  the  possibility  of  discharging 
the  whole  of  the  incumbrances,  and  the  incumbrancers 
will  prove  the  residue  of  their  debt  under  the  commis- 
sion of  bankruptcy ;  so  that  in  every  case  the  payment 
of  the  duty  must  cause  a  diminution  of  that  fund,  for 
the  increase  of  which  the  exemption  itself  was  granted* 

Fourthly. — Because  any  other  interpretation  of  the 
Act  than  the  one  contended  for  by  the  defendant,  would 
only  lead  to  a  more  circuitous  method  of  conveyance, 
by  which  the  interest  of  the  creditors  without  security 
would  be  further  prejudiced.  For  the  assignees  miight 
in  all  cases  discharge  the  incumbrances,  and  then  sell 
the  estate  without  payment  of  duty. 

FifHily. — Because  the  Act  makes  no  distinction  be- 
tween legal  and  equitable  estates;  and  the  whole 
equitable  estate,  subject  to  charges,  was  in  the  bankrupt 
at  the  time  of  the  sale. 

Sixthly. — Because  the  sale  of  an  equity  of  redemp-* 
tion,  as  a  distinct  interest,  is  impossible;  or  at  all  events 
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1631,       cannot  be  efiected  without  great  sacrifice  and  loss  to 
'    "^    '      the  creditors,  whose  fund  it  was  the  object  of  the  legis- 
lature to  increase. 

13  April  JjotA  Tenterden  : — ^This  case  comes  before  your  Lord* 
Judgment  ^Jiipg  qu  error  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber, 
where  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  was 
affirmed ;  but  as  this  case  did  appear  to  over«rule  ano- 
ther case  in  the  Exchequer,  that  of  Rex  v.  Abbott ^ 
8  Price,  I78,  we  thought  that  it  was  fittmg  that  the 
present  case  should  be  brought  before  the  House  of 
Lords.  The  case  was  argued  principally  as  if  the 
estate  had  been  put  up  for  sale  by  the  mortgagee,  and 
as  if  this  had  been  a  case  of  that  kind ;.  but  it  was  not 
so  precisely.  The  facts  were,  that  T.  C,  a  trader, 
mortgaged  his  real  estates.  He  afterwards  conveyed 
tiie  same  estates  to  trustees,  with  large  powers,  for  pay* 
ing  off  certain  incumbrances,  and  other  purposes. 
T.  C.  afterwards  became  bankrupt,  and  a  commission 
was  taken  out,  and  assignees  appointed,  and  the  sale 
in  question  was  made  by  order  of  the  assignees,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  the  bank- 
rupt's creditors,  and  without,  for  any  thing  that  appear- 
ed»  the  mortgagees  having  been  consulted.  Such  being 
the  state  of  the  &cts,  I  propose  that  these  questions  be 
pat  to  the  Judges:  1st  Whether,  when  a  trader, 
having  real  estates  under  mortgage^  becomes  bankrupt, 
and  the  whole  interests  in  the  estates  are  sold  by  order 
of  the  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  and  no 
eoncurrence  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagees  appears, 
the  auction  duty  is  payable  on  the  whole  of  the  sum 
received  for  the  estates,  or  on  any  and  what  part  of  it 
2dly.  Whether,  when  a  trader,  having  estates  in  mort- 
gage, afterwards  conveys  the  estates  to  trustees,  and 
then  becomes  bankrupt,  and  the  whole  interest  in  the 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR.  900 

estates  are  sold  by  the  assigneesi  with  the  ooncurrenee       iss^i. 
of  the  trustees,  it  not  i^pearing  that  the  mortgagees    ^^Z^^„ 
were  consulted,  the  auction  duty  is  payable  on  the     General 
whole,  or  any  part  of  the  sum  received  for  the  estates,    wikstahlet. 

Mr*  Justice  Bay  ley  delivered  the  unanimous  opinion 
of  the  Judges,  in  answer  to  both  questions,  that  the 
auction  duty  was  not  payable  on  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  sum ;  observing,  that  if  this  had  been  a  sale  by 
the  mortgagee,  the  matter  might  have  stood  on  a  differ- 
ent Sooting* 

hord  fFynford  .^*—l  was  in  the  Court  below  when 
this  case  was  decided  there,  and  I  diftered  in  opinion 
from  the  rest  of  the  Judges.  I  am  happy  to  say,  how- 
ever, that  upon  fuller  consideration  I  am  convinced  thist 
ihey  were  right  and  I  was  wrong.  My  puszle  was 
about  the  word  estate,  and  whether  the  estate  in  ques^ 
tion,  being  in  mortgage,  could  be  considered  as  the 
estate  of  the  bankrupt  But  I  am  now  satisfied  that; 
speaking  in  ordinary  language,  this  is  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupt)  clogged  with  ^he  debt  of  the  creditor.  The 
mortgage  is  merely  a  ^ecurity^  and  every  other  interest 
is  in  the  bankrupt;  and  therefore  upon  a  sale. of  the 
estate  by  the  commissioners  or  assignees,  the  sale  is 
exempt  under  these  Acts  of  Parliament  from  paymoit 
of  the  auction  duty.  Suppose  the  bankrupt's  funds 
should  not  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  creditors,  after  payi' 
ing  off  the  mortgage,  the  loss  must  &11  on  the  bank- 
rupt's funds.  Suppose  the  whole  subject  shonld  be 
swaUowed  up  by  the  mortage,  the  mortgagee  might 
say  that  he  derived  no  advantage  from  the  sale  beyond 
the  mere  payment  of  his  debt  Suppose  a  third  case, 
that  the  funds,  after  payment  of  the  mortgagee  and  the 
rest  of  the  creditors,  should  afford  some  small  surplua 
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18S1.       for  the  unfortunate  bankrupt,  yet  the  sale  being  a  forced 

ATTORNEr    s&le,  came  in  principle  within  the  exemption  under 

Gekekal     ^iiese  Acts.     I  have  always  said  with  respect  to  these 

WissTAKLET.  revcuue  cases,   '^  Let  the  officer  take  care  that  the 

"  Legislature  speaks  plainly."  I  had  my  doubts  as  to 
the  soundness  of  the  present  judgpnent,  looking  to  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  The  King  and  Abbott ;  but  I  am 
now  satisfied  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Lord  Tenterden: — I  entirely  agree  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Judges ;  and  it  is  satisfactory  to  find  that  my  noble 
and  learned  friend,  who  differed  from  me  in  the  Court 
belbwy  is  now  convinced  that  the  unanimous  opinion 
of  the  Judges  is  correct. 

There  is  some  difference  in  the  language  of  the 
different  Acts  relating  to  this  subject,  which  occa^ 
sioned  some  doubts.  But  the  words  of  the  statute 
of  the  19th  Geo.  3,  c.  5Q,  s.  15,  are^  ''  that  nothing 
^^  therein  contained  shall  extend  to  charge  with  auction 
**  du^  any  estate  or  effects  of  bankrupts  sold  by 
''  order  of  the  assignees  under  a  commission  of  bank- 
**  ruptcy.**  The  words  of  the  43d  Geo.  3.  are  much 
the  same ;  and  then  came  the  case  of  The  King  and 
Abbott.  Then  followed  the  Act  of  the  6th  Geo.  4, 
which  enacted,  ^^  that  all  sales  of  any  real  or  personal 
**  estate  of  any  bankrupt  or  bankrupts  shall  not  be 
^  liable  to  any  auction  duty;"  and  the  question  is, 
whether  the  estate  sold  in  this  case  was  the  estate  of 
the  bankrupt  within  the  meaning  of  these  Acts.  Now, 
when  we  look  at  the  words  of  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
which  are  not  applied  to  any  particular  science  or  art, 
we  are  to  construe  them  as  they  are  understood  in 
common  language ;  and,  in  ordinary  speech,  the  estate, 
although  mortgaged,  is  still  considered  as  the  estate  of 
die  mortgagor,  and  the  interest  of  the  mortgagee  as 
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merely  a  security;    and  therefore  it  appears  to  me       issi. 
that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  words,    Attorney 
this  is  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  within  the  meaning     General 
of  the  Act.     If  they  were  to  be  taken  in  any  other  Winstanlet. 
sense,  the  effect  would  be  to  diminish  the  bankrupt's 
estate  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  creditors  by 
the  amount  of  the  duty.     Upon  the  whole  it  appears 
to  me  that,  accordino^  to  the  intention  and  the  words 
of  the  Act  of  the  6th  Geo.  4,  no  auction  duty  was 
payable  on  estates  sold  under  such  circumstances  as 
the  present 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Bankruptcy.    RoBERTSON   AND   OTHERS     -      -      .      •      AppcUontS. 

Diii^^°'  Alexander  and  others,  of  thei 

Stirling   Bank,   and  Smith,  I      Respondents. 
THEIR  Trustee      -    -    -    •    .J 

The  Stirling  Banking  Company  in  1825  stopped  payment, 
and  a  sequestration  soon  after  followed.  Two  or  three  years 
afterwards,  before  their  funds  had  been  realized  and  their 
affairs  wound  up,  they  made  an  offer  to  the  creditors  of  a 
composition  of  20  shillings  in  the  pound,  with  interest  up  to 
the  period  of  the  sequestration,  with  security  for  payment 
on  approval  of  the  composition  by  the  Court.  This  was  ac- 
cepted by  more  than  the  statutory  portion  of  the  creditors. 
Petitions  for  approval  were  presented,  but  were  objected  to 
by  three  creditors  to  a  very  comparatively  small  amount,  on 
the  ground  that,  since  the  acceptance  of  the  composition  it 
had  been  ascertained  that  the  Company  had  realized,  or 
would  speedily  realize,  ample  funds  to  pay  their  debts  in  full, 
with  interest  to  the  time  of  payment.  The  Coart  ho¥re?er 
considered  the  composition  reasonable  at  the  time  it  was 
accepted,  and  approved  of  it,  and  that  judgment  affirmed  by 
the  House  of  Lords. 

In  the  course  of  the  proceedings  in  the  above  case  the  tnis^ 
tee  and  one  of  the  partners  were  served  with  diligence  as 
havers,  to  produce  all  papers  and  documents  relating  to  the 
subject-matter  of  the  cause.    The  partner  had  lost  some  of 
the  papers  before  being  served  with  the  diligence,  and  the 
trustee  had  destroyed  one  of  them  aft^r  being  served  with  di- 
ligence.   Petitions  were  presented  by  the  objectors,  praying 
that  the  trustee  might  be  censured,  and  that  the  partner 
might  be  censured,  and  that  his  discharge  might  be  disal- 
lowed ;  but  the  Court  below  dismissed  the  petitions,  with  all 
costs   to  be  paid  by  the  petitioners.    This  judgment  was 
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partly  reversed  by  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  cause  remit- 
ted, with  directions  that  the  partner  should  not  have  his  costs, 
and  that  the  trustee  should  pay  costs  to  the  petitioners. 


In  1825  the  Stirling  Bank  became  enabarrassed,  but 
the  partners  held  out  the  most  confident  expectations 
that  they  should  be  able  to  pay  their  creditors  in  full, 
and  in  that  expectation  several  of  the  holders  of  their 
notes  were  paid.  They  were  however  obliged  to  stop 
payment,  and  their  estate  and  effects  were  seques- 
trated in  August  1826y  under  the  Bankrupt  Act  53 
Geo.  3,  c.  137)  and  Alexander  Smith  of  Glassing^U  was 
appointed  trustee.  In  1828  some  correspondence  and 
negociations  took  place  between  some  of  the  partners, 
the  trustee,  and  others,  relative  to  an  offer  of  a  com- 
position of  17  s.  in  the  pound ;  but  this  fell  to  the 
ground,  as  the  partners  were  unable  at  that  time  to 
provide  the  necessary  security. 

In  November  1829  they  made  an  offer  of  a  compo- 
sition of  20  s.  in  the  pound,  with  interest  up  to  the 
period  of  the  sequestration ;  and  on  the  5th  January 
1880  this  was  expressly  accepted  by  the  statutory 
number  of  the  creditors,  and  none  had  then  refused  it. 
The  composition  was  made  payable  in  three  months 
from  the  time  of  its  approval  by  the  Court. 

The  partners  then  petitioned  the  Court  in  terms  of 
the  Act,  prajnng  the  Court  to  find  the  composition 
reasonable,  and  that  the  statutory  requisites  had  been 
complied  with,  and  to  discharge  the  petitioners,  and 
exoner  die  trustee.  The  Petitions  were  intimated  in 
the  usual  manner,  and  out  of  about  3,000  creditors 
having  debts  to  the  amount  of  about  200,000  /.,  the 
three  Robertsons,  father  and  sons,  creditors  to  a  small 
amount,  alone  appeared  in  opposition ;  and  on  a  note 
having  been  presented  for  them,  the  Lord  Ordinary 
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allowed  them  to  see  and  answer  the  petitions.  An- 
swers were  put  in,  and  then  a  condescendance  and 
answers  having  been  ordered,  and  given  in,  and  the 
record  made  up,  the  Lord  Ordinary  made  avizandum 
with  the  cause  to  the  First  Division  of  the  Court. 

The  main  grounds  of  objection  were,  that  there  was 
collusion  between  the  partners  and  the  trustee,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  erroneous  statements  to  impose  on 
the  creditors :  That  the  composition  was  unreasonable ; 
since  the  bankrupts  bad  realized  more  than  enough  to 
pay  all  their  debts,  with  interest  to  the  time  of  pay- 
ment, and  would  have  a  reversion  of  30,000  /.  besides : 
That  the  trustee  had  used  improper  influence  with  the 
creditors  to  induce  them  to  accept  the-  composition, 
and  had  been  negligent  in  realizing  the  funds ;  and  that 
as  the  bankrupts  had  held  out  th^e  most  confident  as- 
surances to  all  the  creditors  that  they  would  be  paid 
in  full,  and  had  in  fact  so  paid  some  of  the  creditors, 
they  were  bound  to  pay  the  whole,  with  full  interest, 
when  the  funds  were  sufficient  to  do  so.  The  bank- 
rupts and  trustee  denied  all  collusion,  qr  attempt  at 
imposition,  negligence,  or  undue  influence ;  and  the 
bankrupts  denied  that  they  had  then  realized,  but  they 
admitted  that  they  did  expect  ultimately  to  realize,  a 
considerable  reversion. 

The  following  were  the  pleas  in  law  put  in  bj  the 
parties. 

For  the  Objectors : 

<*  1 .  Notwithstanding  the  acceptance  of  a  composition 
by  the  statutory  majority  in  number  and  value,  it  is 
perfectly  competent  to  any  creditor  to  object  to  the 
approval  of  it  by  the  Court,  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
inadequate,  unreasonable,  and  has  been  unfairly 
carried  at  a  general  meeting.     And  all  or  any  of 
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^  these  objections  are,  when  substantiated,  sufficient       lesis 
**  to  overturn  the  acceptance  of  the  composition. —    w'T^^ir 
"  Section  59,   Bankrupt  Act;    Bell's  Com.  Vol.  2,    and  others 

-     p.  4084  AtEXAKOBIfc 

"  2.  When  assurances  oi  full  payment  have  been  andothert, 
*^  held  out  to  a  body  of  creditors  by  a  bankrupt  com- 
'<  pany,  and  where  it  id  proved  that  from  the  funds  of 
*'  the  company^  and  of  the  individual  partners,  full 
'^  payment  can  be  obtained,  no  composition,  whereby 
'^  the  creditors  are  losers,  is  reasonable. 

**  3.  When  certain  creditors  have  been  paid  inJuU, 
"  the  remainder  have  a  right  to  demand  complete  sa^ 
"  tisfaction  of  all  their  debts,  if  the  funds  of  the  bank-^ 
f ^  rupts  be  adequate  to  their  amount. 

*^  4.  Heritable  bonds  granted  by  a  partner  of  an  in- 
''  solvent  company  in  the  knowledge  of  their  insol- 
^'*  vency,  to  members  of  his  own  family,  are  reducible 
"  under  the  Act  1621,  chap.  18 ;  and  it  is  the  duty 
'*  of  the  trustee  on  a  sequestrated  estate  to  institute, 
•'  quam  primum^  a  reduction  of  such  securities. 

*'  5.  A  trustee  on  a  sequestrated  estate  is  not  en- 
*'  titled  to  husband  the  property  of  the  bankrupts,  but 
'^  is  bound  to  realize,  as  soon  as  possible,  the  funds 
*'  most  available  to  the  creditors;  especially  when 
^'  directed  to  do  so  by  a  general  meeting. — Act  54 
'^  Geo.  3,  chap.  IS?*  sect  34  and  sect  41.  Bells 
"  Commentaries,  7i  ?•  ^^^^  fViUiamsan  against 
<<  Goodwin^  26th  November  1803 ;  case  of  Sir  George 
Colebrook,  6th  Vesey,  junior,  622. 

6.  When  three  partners  of  a  company  consisting 
"^  of  seven  are  solvent,  and  four  are  insolvent,  the  cre- 
ditors of  the  company  have  an  immediate  and  indi* 
"  visible  right  to  the  property  of  the  former,  while 
*^  they  have  only  a  contingent  claim  on  the  estates  of 
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1831.  '<  the  latter;  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  trustee  to  realize 
RoBERiJoir  '^  those  funds  from  which  the  creditors  can  obtain  most 
aod  others  a  certain  and  most  speedy  payment. 
Alkxahdbr  "  7-  The  primary  duty  of  a  trustee  on  a  seques- 
Mid  o  ers.  ,<  trated  estate  is  to  secure  the  interests  of  the  cre- 
'^  ditors ;  and  it  is  illegal  and  unjust  in  him  to  assist 
the  bankrupts  in  throwing  obstacles  in  the  way  of 
winding  up  the  sequestration,  or  in  effecting  any 
arrangement  to  the  prejudice  of  the  creditors. 
*^  S.  That  when  a  trustee  sanctions  and  encourages 
one  proposal  of  composition,  manifestly  to  the  in- 
**  jury  of  his  constituents,  his  conduct  forms  a  strong 
''  presumption  against  any  offer  of  composition,  the 
"  acceptance  of  which  he  may  subsequently  recom- 
"  mend. 

'*  9*  That  a  trustee  is  not  entitled  to  plead  difficul- 
ties arising  from  his  own  mal-administration,  as  an 
argument  to  induce  a  general  meeting  of  creditors 
to  accept  of  a  composition. 

'^  10.  When  any  surplus  reverts  to  the  bankrupts 
**  after  payment  of  their  debts,  the  creditors  are  en- 
*^  titled  to  insist  for  legal  interest  from  the  date  of 
"  sequestration. — Act  54  Geo.  3,  chap.  137,  sec.  9f 
'*  and  57;  Bell's  Commentaries,  voLi,  p.  650  and 
**  653. 

^*  11.  When  the  funds  of  a  company,  and  of  the 
'^  individual  partners,  are  amply  sufficient  to  pay  the 
whole  of  their  debts  with  interest,  a  composition 
whereby  the  creditors  are  losers  to  the  extent  of 
18,000/.  is  manifestly  unreasonable." 

For  the  Trustee  and  Bankrupts : 

*'  I .  The  trustee,  with  the  assistance  of  the  com- 
**  missionersy  has  conscientiously  discharged  his  duty 
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'^  in  every  respect  according  to  what  appeared  to  him        ]83i. 
"  most  beneficial  for  the  creditors  at  large ;  and  the    i^^]^^^,» 
"  partners  of  the  bank  have  contributed  what  lay  in    and  «i»»«w 
'*  their  power  to  that  general  object.  Alexamder 

"  2.  Payments  made  under  a  temporary  pressure,    ■»•**  oUiera, 
"  and  in  the  reasonable  expectation  of  resuming  busi- 
*^  ness  when  the  pressui-e  is  over,  are  not  struck  at  by 

any  of  the  bankrupt  statutes  ;  and  still  less  do  they 

furnish  relevant  grounds  of  objection,  where  the 
^*  question  relates  to  the  fairness  of  a  composition. 

'*  3.  It  is  not  incumbent  on  the  trustee  in  a  seques- 
*'  tration  to  involve  the  estate  in  lawsuits  on  doubtful 
*'  questions,  unless  specially  directed  by  the  creditors, 
''  the  grounds  of  challenge  being  kept  entire  so  as  to 
'^  be  available  in  the  event  of  composition. 

**  4.  The  charge  brought  against  the  trustee  for  not 
"  selling  the  estates  of  the  partners  who  had  no  private 

creditors,  and  applying  the  proceeds  in  payment  of 

the  company^s  debts,  is  not  only  groundless,  but  the 
"  course  of  proceeding  proposed  by  the  objectors,  if 
'^  follpwed  out,  would  have  been  injurious  to  the  ere- 

ditors.    The  claim  against  the  partners  being  merely 

contingent,  not  a  farthing  of  the  price  received  for 
*'  their  private  estates  could  have  been  applied  to  the 
**  company's  debts  until  the  whole  of  the  company's 
^'  own  funds  were  realized  and  divided :  and  the  pro- 
'^  ceeds  of  the  partners  estates  must  in  the  mean  time 
"  have  lain  consigned  at  a  low  rate  of  interest.  Bank- 
"  rupt  Stat  s.  48.  Campbell  v.  Blaitrie,  Fac.  Coll. 
"18  Nov.  1796. 

*'  5.  An  expected  reversion  liable  to  be  disap- 
*'  pointed  by  contingencies  affords  no  ground  of  ob- 
"  jection  against  a  composition,  if  reasonable  in  itself, 
^'  under  existing  circumstances. 

*'  6.  The  unanimous  opinion  of  the  creditors  assem-- 
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'*  bled  at  the  general  meetings  affords  the  surest  proof 
of  the  proposed  composition  being  fair  and  reason- 
able. 

"  7*  It  is  not  consistent  with  equity,  nor  with  the 
principle  of  the  bankrupt  statute,  that  the  dtssatis- 

**  faction  of  three  individuals  should  be  allowed  to 
obstruct  a  final  settlement,  which  is  approved  of  by 
thousands  having  a  pecuniary  interest  to  a  much 
greater  extent" 
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On  the  10th  of  July  1880  their  Lordships  of  the 
First  Division  of  the  Court  pronounced,  of  this  date, 
the  following  interlocutor,  upon  the  petition  at  the 
instance  of  Mr.  Alexander  of  Powis,  and  Mr.  Smith, 
the  trustee  on  the  sequestrated  estates : — *  The  Lords 
having  resumed  consideration  of  this  petition, 
and  heard  counsel  on  both  sides,  they  find  the  said 
composition  offered  reasonable,  and  accepted  in 
terms  of  the  statute,  interpone  their  authority 
thereto,  and  appoint  an  extract  of  the  bond  to  be 
delivered  to  the  trustee  for  behoof  of  the  creditors; 
declare  all  proceedings  in  the  sequestration  shall 
stop ;  find  the  trustee  exonered  of  his  intromissions 
had  under  authority  thereof,  and  appoint  his  bond 
of  caution  to  be  delivered  up;  and  find  the  said 
Edward  Alexander  freed  and  discharged  of  all 
debts  contracted  and  due  by  him  as  an  individual, 
or  a  partner  of  the  Stirling  Banking  Company,  on 
or  before  the  14th  day  of  August  18S6  years,  ex- 
cepting the  composition  aforesaid:  Find  the  peti- 
tioner Edward  Alexander  entitled  to  his  expenses; 
allow  an  account  to  be  lodged,  and  remit  to  the 
auditor,  and  decern;  allow  the  decreets  to  go  out 
and  be  extracted,  without  abiding  the  course  of  the 
decreet  for  expenses/ 
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Similar  interlocutors  were  pronounced  on  the  other 
petitions. 

From  this  judgment  the  objectors  appealed  to  the 
House  of  Lords. 

In  the  course  of  the  investigation  of  the  Company's 
afiairs  the  objectors  had  obtained  diligence  against 
the  trustee,  and  against  one  of  the  partners,  Mr.  Alex- 
ander of  PowiSy  for  the  production  of  letters  and 
papers.  Mr.  Alexander  had  had  a  considerable  cor* 
respondence  with  different  persons  about  the  intended 
offer  of  composition  of  seventeen  shillings  in  the 
pound,  and  when  that  matter  fell  to  the  ground  he 
took  no  care  of  the  letters,  thinking  them,  as  he  alleged, 
of  no  further  use,  so  that  some  of  them  were  lost  and 
could  not  be  produced.  The  trustee  delivered  up  all 
his  correspondence,  except  one  letter  which  he  had 
received  from  Alexander  relative  solely  to  his  own 
private  affairs,  as  was  alleged.  There  was  this  differ- 
ence between  the  two  cases,  that  Alexander  had  lost 
or  destroyed  the  letters  before  he  was  served  with  the 
diligence,  whereas  the  trustee  destroyed  the  letter  after 
being  served  with  the  diligence. 

The  objectors  presented  petitions  to  the  Court 
against  the  trustee  and  Alexander,  praying  that  the 
trustee  might  be  censured,  and  that  Alexander  might 
be  censured,  and  his  discharge  disallowed. 

For  Alexander  it  was  answered,  1st,  That  the  objec- 
tors had  no  right  to  call  for  any  part  of  his  correspond- 
ence relative  to  the  intended  offer  of  composition  of 
seventeen  shillings  in  the  pound,  since,  as  this  intended 
offer  came  to  nothing,  the  papers  relating  to  it  were 
his  own  private  documents.  2dly,  That  he  had,  not- 
withstanding, produced  as  many  of  these  papers  as  he 
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possibly  could,  and  that  the  only  reason  for  suffering 
any  part  of  them  to  be  lost  was  the  impression  that 
they  were  of  no  use  whatever. 

For  the  trustee  the  following  answer  was  given  : 

'^  It  is  sufficient  here  to  state,  that  in  the  course  of 
the  investigations  made  by  the  Appellants,  with  the 
view  of  opposing  the  approval  of  a  composition,  the 
Respondent  was  called  upon  as  a  haver  of  writings, 
and  in  consequence  thereof  produced  many  docu- 
'*  ments,  and  indeed  all  that  were  called  for,  so  far  as 
in  his  power,  with  the  exception  only  of  one,  to 
which  the  following  interrogatory  and  answer  apply: 
"  Being  interrogated,  *  Whether  or  not  the  depo* 

*  nent  has  put  away  or  destroyed  any  of  the  writings 
'  called  for?  depones,  that  on  Saturday  last,  after 
^  receiving  his  citation,  to  appear  and  be  examined 

*  as  a  haver  this  day,  on  looking  over  Mr.  Alexander's 

*  letters  to  him,  he  found  one  entirely  of  a  private 

*  nature,  and  relating  solely  to  his,  Mr.  Alexander's, 
'  own  private  affairs ;  that  the  said  letter  appeared 

"  *  to  have  been  written  under  the  influence  of  irrita- 
'  tion,  and  as  it  did  not  refer  to  the  heritable  securi- 

*  ties,  or  to  any  intended  offer  of  composition,  and 

*  appeared  to  the  deponent  to  be  of  no  consequence 

*  whatever,  the  deponent  destroyed  it'" 
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And  the  following  were  stated  as  reasons  for  dis- 
missing the  petition  and  complaint  as  against  him  : 

"  First,  The  ready  and  candid  manner  in  which  the 
Respondent  admitted  the  destroying  of  the  letter  he 
had  received  from  Mr.  Alexander,  affords  a  sure  proof 
of  its  being  an  inconsiderate  act,  proceeding  from  no 
desire  of  concealing  any  thing  in  which  the  creditors 
hiad  an  interest,  but  merely  from  an  impression,  as 
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explained  by  him  on  oath,  that  it  had  been  written       1^3 1. 
under  a  momentary  impulse,  and  was  calculated  to   j>^,^^ 
serve  no  good  purpose.  andothem 

''Secondly,  The  voluminous  and  unqualified  pro-  alekIwucr 
duction  of  writings  made  by  the  Respondent,  at  the  »"^  oiiieis. 
call  of  the  Appellants,  comprehending,  inter  alia^ 
even  the  private  confidential  correspondence  between 
him  and  his  agent  in  the  sequestration,  is  utterly  in- 
consistent with  the  notion  of  the  said  letter  being  put 
out  of  the  way  from  any  sinister  motive.. 

'^  Thirdly,  The  testimony  which  the  creditors  have 
gpiven,  as  to  their  sense  of  the  propriety  of  the  Re- 
spondent's conduct  throughout  the  whole  business,  is 
equally  inconsistent  with  any  such  notion;  a  testi- 
mony which  has  been  in  no  degree  M'ithdrawn  or 
abated,  in  consequence  of  the  attack,  however  vio- 
lent, made  upon  him  by  the  Appellants." 

The  Court  advised  these  petitions  of  complaint  at 
the  same  time  with  the  question  of  composition  and 
discharge,  and  pronounced  interlocutors  of  the  same 
date,  refusing  the  prayer  of  the  petitions  and  com- 
plaints, and  finding  Mr.  Alexander  and  the  trustee 
entitled  to  their  expenses. 

From  this  judgment  also  the  objectors  appealed. 

The  whole  cause  was  heard  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
on  the  4th  February  1831,  and  on  the  same  day  the 
following  judgment  was  given. 

The  Lord  Chancellor: — 

It  is  very  much  to  be  regretted  that  the  Scotch    4  Fcbravy. 
Bankrupt  Statute  of  the  54th  Geo.  3.  did  not  pro-    J"*«n«*- 
vide   that   the  decision  of  the  Court  below  should 
be  final  in  these  cases,  as  they  are  in  England ;  the 
bankrupt  law  being  in  both  countries  the  creature 
of  statute,  and  it  being  fitting  that  they  should  depend 
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on  the  same  principles.  Now  3rour  Lordships  know 
that  in  England  the  decision  of  the  Court  below  is 
final  in  these  bankruptcy  cases,  and  that  no  appeal  is 
allowed,  unless  by  leave  of  the  Court  a  peculiar  bill 
is  filed  with  a  view  to  appeal.  Unfortunately  that  is 
not  the  case  in  Scotland.  When  a  case  relative  to 
this  Stirling  Bank  came  before  this  House  while  Lord 
Eldon  sat  on  the  woolsack,  which  was  an  appeal  from 
a  judgment  of  the  Court  below  discharging  a  debtor, 
his  Lordship,  moved  by  a  view  of  the  discrepancy 
between  these  laws  in  the  two  countries,  both  of 
them  the  creatures  of  statute,  doubted  at  first  whether 
an  appeal  lay.  But  looking  at  the  point  of  jurisdic- 
tion,  and  considering  that  it  was  clear  that  an  appeal 
lay  in  the  ordinary  course  of  proceeding,  and  that  the 
right  had  not  been  taken  away  by  statute,  it  was  diffi- 
cult to  say  that  an  appeal  was  not  competent;  and 
here  no  objection  was  made  on  the  ground  of  compe- 
tency. 

Lord  Eldon  threw  out  a  suggestion  that  the  defect 
ought  to  be  remedied,  and  the  law  assimilated  in  this 
respect  to  that  of  England.  In  the  48th  Geo.  3.  an 
Act  was  passed  taking  away  the  right  of  appeal  from 
interlocutory  orders,  except  when  the  Judges  were 
divided  in  opinion,  or  with  leave  of  the  Court.  Then 
came  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  the  54th  Geo.  8.;  but  in 
neither  of  these  Acts  was  any  thing  done  as  to  this 
matter,  and  it  is  not  contended  that  the  appeal  is  in- 
competent We  are  then  in  the  same  situation  as  that 
in  which  the  Commissioners  of  Bankrupts,  and  some- 
times the  Court  of  Chancery,  is  placed,  and  are  called 
upon  to  go  through  a  mass  of  accounts  which  have 
been  already  under  the  inspection  and  consideration 
of  the  creditors  who  were  most  interested  in  them, 
and  most  competent  to  form  a  right  conclusion  re- 
specting them. 
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The  Legislature  has  provided  that  a  composition  issi. 
assented  to  by  nine  tenths  of  the  creditors  should  be  robeetsoji 
final  and  conclusive  on  the  whole,  if  approved  of  by  and  oihe« 
the  Court,  and  the  Court  was  entitled  and  bound  to  Alexandkk 
discharge  the  bankrupt  and  exoner  the  trustee,  unless  othew. 
it  should  be  made  to  appear  to  the  Court  that  the 
composition  was  not  reasonable,  or  that  the  requisites 
of  the  statute  had  not  been  complied  with.  Under 
the  59th  section  of  the  statute  the  Court  has  clearly 
jurisdiction  to  decide  on  the  reasonableness  of  the 
composition.  I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  the  Court  has 
Jurisdiction,  under  the  59th  clause  of  the  Act,  to  ap* 
prove  and  discharge,  on  being  satisfied  that  the  com- 
position had  been  accepted  by  nine  tenths  in  number 
and  value  of  the  creditors,  and  that  it  was  reasonable 
at  the  time  when,  and  in  the  circumstances  under 
which,  it  was  accepted ;  for  I  think  that  the  proposi- 
tion is  erroneous  which  Mr.  Bell  has  stated  in  his  very 
able  Commentaries,  but  without  stating  any  authority 
for  it,  viz.  that  any  creditor  is  enabled  to  bring  the 
matter  before  the  Court,  and  entitled  to  call  upon  it 
for  its  disapprobation,  because  of  circumstances  dif- 
ferent from  those  under  which  the  case  presented  itself 
to  the  body  of  creditors  at  the  time  when  they  ac-  . 
cepted  the  composition.  What  the  Court  has  to  con* 
sider  is,  what  was  reasonable  at  the  time  when  the 
creditors  accepted  the  composition — ^reserving  always 
the  objections  on  the  grounds  of  surprise,  misrepresen- 
tation, and  neviter  veniens  in  notitiam  of  circumstances 
which  could  not  be  known  or  reasonably  suspected  at 
that  period,  but  excluding  the  consideration  of  the 
increased  value  of  the  subject  between  the  time  of 
acceptance  and  that  of  approbation. 

The  Court  then  has  to  decide,  first,  whether  the 
eomposition  was  reasonable  at  the  time  when  it  was 
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1831.  accepted ;  and  secondly,  whether  nine  tenths  in  nnm- 
RoBEETsoN  ber  and  value  of  the  creditors  have  in  point  of  fact 
and  others  accepted.  Now  I, take  it  to  be  clear,  that  in  deciding 
Alexand^k  whether  reasonable  or  not,  you  can  look  to  no  better 
criterion  than  to  whai  the  creditors  thought  at  the  time 
it  was  fitting  to  be  done.  They  are  the  best  judges ; 
they  have  the  nearest. view  of  the  whole  subject,  and 
are  the  best  judges  of  their  own  interest ;  and  it  was 
imagined  by  the  Legislature,  that  to  require  the  con- 
currence and  approbation  of  so  large  a  proportion  as 
nine  tenths  in  number  and  value  was  a  reasonable 
security ;  that  that  would  be  done  which  was  good  for 
the  whole.  This  does  not  exclude  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  where  it  may  be  clear  that  the  creditors 
have  done  wrong,  and  have  acted  upon  false  views  at 
tlie  time  of  the  acceptance.  Where  that  is  clear,  the 
Court  may  say  that  Uie  composition  is  not  reasonable, 
and  may  disallow  that  and  the  discharge,  but  in  all 
these  cases  with  a  leaning  to  the  side  of  the  allowance. 

Looking  at  the  evidence  with  these  views,  it  appears 
that  there  was  here  such  a  concurrence  of  the  creditors, 
that  their  doing  what  was  materially  wrong  was  a  wild 
supposition,  and  merely  a  bare  possibility ;  and  Courts 
of  Justice  cannot  act  on  such  bare  possibilities,  but 
must  act  on  the  ordinary  rules  by  which  wise  men  are 
guided  in  considering  what  is  best  fqr  their  own 
interest,  with  the  care  of  which  they  may  most  safely 
be  intrusted. 

Taking  all  the  circumstances  into  consideration, 
my  opinion  is,  that  the  Court  in  approving  of  this 
composition  took  a  sound  view  of  the  case ;  but  I  can- 
not, concur  in  the  view  of  one  of  the  learned  Judges^ 
who  seems  to  have  considered  the  amount  of  the  rever- 
sion was  no  relevant  subject  for  consideration,  in  ad- 
vising on  the  reasonableness  of  a  composition.    If  the 
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reversion,  for  instance,  had  been  half  a  million,  that 
would  have  been  a  relevant  ground  of  consideration* 
with  the  Court,  in  deciding  whether  or  not  the  credi- 
tors had  not  accepted  bad  terms,  with  reference  to  the 
state  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  composition. 
But  with  regard  to  the  case  in  question,  I  would  advise 
your  Lordships  to  affirm  the  appeal  in  the  first,  or  com- 
position, cause.   . 

As  to  the  second  cause,  or  that  of  the  petitions  and 
complaints,  I  have  come  to  a  different  conclusion. 
Smith  was  sole  trustee  or  assignee ;  and  after  the 
controversy  arose  on  these  petitions,  and  a  diligence 
against  havers  was  issued,  corresponding  with  the 
English  subpcsna  duces  tecum^  and  after  he  was  served 
with  this  process,  with  the  exigence  of  which  he  was 
bound  to  comply,  he  thinks  fit  to  destroy  a  letter  which 
comes  under  the  description  in  the  process,  or  at  least 
was  not  clearly  excluded ;  whereas  he  was  not  entitled 
to  decide  on  his  own  discretion  as  to  whether  it  was 
or  was  not  material,  or  whether  it  was  or  was  not 
within  the  exigency  of  the  process,  unless  it  clearly 
was  not ;  but  even  if  it  had  been  clear  that  it  was  not, 
he  ought  not  to  have  destroyed  it,  but  should  have 
kept  it  It  is  needless  to  add,  that  there  would  be  no 
security  for  the  due  administration  of  justice  if  such 
a  door  were  io  be  kept  open  as  that  which  the  Court 
had  thrown  open  in  this  case,  by  allowing  persons 
against  whom  diligence  as  havers  was  taken  out  to 
destroy  papers  at  their  discretion.  One  of  the  Judges 
says  that  the  trustee  destroyed  the  paper  through  inad* 
vertence ;  but  no  man  was  entitled  to  say  under  such 
circumstances  that  he  acted  from  ina^^  vertence,  more 
particularly  after  notice  to  produce.  That  notice  put 
inadvertence  out  of  the  (question ;  and  no  man  ought  to 
be  heard  to  say  that  he  destroyed  a  paper,  which  he 
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1831;  was  called  upon  to  prodoce,  dirough  inadvertence^ 
j^^j[^l[[^y  which  however,  in  this  case,  the  party  did  not  say ; 
mid  others  for  it  was  the  expression  of  the  Judge.  If  the  trustee 
Alkxavder  had  thought,  nay,  even  if  he  had  been  sure,  that  the 
and  othera.  letter  was  uot  oue  of  those  which  he  was  called  upon 
to  produce,  there  might  have  been  a  better  time  to 
destroy  it  than  when  he  was  required  to  produce  papers 
relative  to  the  same  subject-matter ; .  but  how  much 
stronger  is  the  case  against  him  when  he  rests  his 
defence  only  upon  an  opinion  of  its  immateriality — 
a  point  on  which  it  was  not  for  him  to  decide,  but  for 
the  Court  And  yet.  the  Judge  says  that  it  was  through 
inadvertence ;  and  the  Court  gives  costs  to  Mr.  Smith 
against  the  petitioners.  I  cannot  understand  the  rea- 
son of  this  decision ;.  it  is  certainly  not  the  practice  in 
England,  nor  even  that  of  the  Court  of  Session,  as 
appears  from  a  case  lately  decided.  But  it  was  said 
that  Smith  wa»  not  a  man  of  business,  [f  it  had  been 
otherwise,  it  would  have  been  proper  to  remit  the 
case,  as  to  him,,  with  words  of  censure.  But  as  he 
was  not  a  man  of  business,  it  is  possible  that  he  acted 
out  of  kindness  to  Mr.  Alexander^  without  being,  suf- 
ficiently aware  of  the  impropriety  of  what  he  was 
doing. 

As  to  Alexander,  the  case  was  somewhat  different* 
He  too  ought  not  to  have  destroyed  any  papers  con- 
nected, with  this  subject;  he  however  had  some  rea- 
son to  consider  them  as  of  a  strictly  private  nature; 
but  the  great  difference  waS)  that  he  bad  destroyed 
them  under  that  impression,  before  he  was  served  with: 
the  diligence ;  still,  even  he  ought  not  to  be  allowed^ 
his  costs.  I  cannot  but  consider  this  as  •  a,  point'  of 
more  than  ordinary  importance.  It  is  a  daagerous' 
thing  to  break  down  any  portion  of  the  braaen  waHi 
within  which  the  due  administration  of  justice  is,  or. 
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ought  to  be,  intrenched.  The  rules  which  are  esta- 
blished in  order  to  render  the  administration  of  justice 
as  impartial  and  perfect  as  possible,  are  sacred,  and 
ought  to  be  sacredly  observed. 

1  propose  then  that  the  Judgment,  in  the  first  case, 
be  affirmed;  and  as  to  the  two  interlocutors  in  the 
second  case,  I  propose  that  the  interlocutor  as  to 
Alexander  be  remitted  to  the  Court  of  Session,  with 
instructions  to  dismiss  the  petition,  but  without  giving 
Alexander  his  expenses;  and  that  the  interlocutor,  as 
to  Smith,  be  remitted,  with  instructions  to  dismiss  the 
petition,  but  with  expenses,  to  be  paid  by  him  to  the 
petitioners,  because  he  ought  not  to  have  taken  upon 
himself  to  judge  of  materiality  or  immateriality  of  the 
letter  which  he  had  destroyed. 
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Judgment  accordingly. 
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Henry  Robert  Pearsok,  Frederick 
Burnet  Pearson,  Edwin  Pearson, 
Arthur  Hugh  Pearson,  and  Wil- 
liam WiLBERFORCE  PeARSON  - 

And 

^^    * 

James  Stephen  the  youn^r,  and  Za- 

CHARY   MaCAULAY,   HeNRY  JoHN 

PEARSON,  Frederick  Thorpe  Pear- 
son, Alfred  Pearson,  and  Mary 
AuabellaPeabson,  infants,  byGeorge 
Gisborne  Babington,  their  Guardian  -^ 


Appellants^ 


Respondents. 


A  testator  bequeathed  all  his  personal  property,  not  before 
disposed  of  t>y  his  will,  unto  his  trustees,  in  trust  for  his 
five  sons,  **  and  their  respective  issue  (if  any,)  such  issue  to 
take  per  stirpes,  and  not  per  capita,  to  be  divided  amongst 
them  in  equal  shares  and  proportions ;  the  shares  of  such 
of  them  as  shall  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  to  be 
paid  them  respectively  forthwith  after  my  decease,  and  the 
shares  of  such  of  them  as  shall  be  under  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years  to  be  paid  to  them  when  and  as  they  shall 
respectively  attain  such  age."  Held,  that  this  bequest  was 
an  absolute  gift  to  each  of  the  sons  of  the  fifth  part  of  the 
property  thus  bequeathed,  and  that  if  any  of  the  sons  had 
died  before  the  testator  the  issue  of  such  son  would  take 
his  share  by  substitution. 


John  PEARSON,  late  of  GoWen-square,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  on  the  3d  of  May  1822,  duly 
made  and  executed  his  last  will  and  testament,  by 
which  he  appointed  James  Stephen  the  younger,  and 
Zachary  Macaulay,  his  trustees  for  the  purposes  of  his 
will.     After  directing  payment  out  of  his  personal 
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estate  of  his  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  the  will  stated :  183  k 
Whereas  my  dear  wife  Sarah  Pearson  by  the  settle-  PE^nsoir 
ment  made  upon  our  intermarriage  is  entitled  to  a  audotheis 
moiety  of  certain  leasehold  premises  in  the  parish  of  *  Stepueit 
Sl  Luke,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  also  entitled  ^""^  ''^*''"- 
to  two  several  sums  of  500/.,  four  per  cent  Bank  annui-r 
ties,  and  1,100/.  three  per  cent,  reduced  Bank  annuities, 
my  will  is,  that  she  shall  with  all  convenient  speed 
alter  my  decease,  at  the  expense  of  my  said  estate, 
assign  and  make  over  unto  my  said  trustees  all  her 
right  and  interest  therein,  and  in  lieu  thereof  1  direct 
that  my  said  trustees  do  immediately  after  my  decease, 
out  of  my  personal  estate,  set  apart  and  purchase  in 
their  names  so  much  capital  stock  in  the  public  funds 
as  shall  be  sufficient  to  pay  out  of  the  dividends  or 
annual  produce  thereof  a  clear  yearly  sum  of  1,000/. 
unto  my  said  wife  and  her  assigns,  for  and  during  the 
term  of  her  natural  life,  or  so  long  as  she  shall  remain 
my  widow,  for  her  and  their  own  use  and  benefit,  and 
from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  or  marriage  of 
my  said  wife,  whichever  shall  first  happen,  that  my  said 
trustees  shall  stand  possessed  of  the  said  capital  stock 
so  set  apart  as  aforesaid,  in  trust  for  my  five  sons, 
Henry  Robert  Pearson,  Frederick  Burnet  Pearson, 
Edwin  Pearson,  Arthur  Hugh  Pearson,  and  William 
Wilberforce  Pearson,  and  their  respective  issue  (if  any,) 
to  be  divided  amongst  them  in  equal  shares  and  pro- 
portions, such  issue  to  take  j^er  stirpes  and  uot per  capita^ 
And  I  direct  my  trustiees  to  set  apart  and  purchase  in 
their  names  so  much  capital  stock  in  the  public  funds 
as  shall  amount  to  the  sum  of  4^000  /.  sterling ;  and 
from  time  to  time  to  pay  the  annual  produce  thereof 
into  the  hands  of  my  daughter  Sarah  Ann,  the  wife  of 
George  Gisbome  Babington,  during  her  coverture; 
and  after  her  death,  I  direct  that  my  said  trustees  shall 
VOL.  ir.  z 
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whole  to  that  one  child ;  and  that  each  of  them  the 
Appellants  was  entitled  to  the  interest,  dividends  and 
annual   proceeds  of  one.  fifth  part  of  the  principal 
money,  the  interest  whereof  was  by  the  said  will  di« 
rected  to  be  paid  to  the  said  testator's  daughter  Frances 
Medley  Pearson,  during  her  life,  and  to  take  and 
receive  the  said  interest,  dividends  and  annual  proceeds 
of  the  said  one-fifth  part  of  the  said  principal  money 
for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life ;  and  that 
upon  the  respective  deaths  of  the  Appellants,  the  one* 
fifth  part  or  share  of  the  said  principal  money,  to  die 
dividends  whereof  such  one  so  dying  as  aforesaid  was 
thereinbefore  declared  to  be  so  entitled  for  his  life, 
would  be  to  be  divided  in  equal  shares  and  proportions 
amongst  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  such 
one  so  dying  as  aforesaid  ;  and  that  upon  the  death  of 
the  said  Ann  Norman,  each  of  them  the  Appellants 
who  should  be  then  living  would   be  entitled  to  the 
interest,  dividends  and  annual  proceeds  of  one  fifth 
part  of  the  said  1,666  /•  13  s.  4  d.  three  per  cent  Conso* 
lidated  Bank  annuities,  and  to  take  and  receive  the 
said  interest,  dividends  and  annual  produce  of  the  one* 
fifth  part  of  the  said  stock  for  and  during  the  term  of 
his  natural  life ;  and  that  upon  the  respective  deaths 
of  the  Appellants,  the  one-fifth  part  or  share  of  die 
said  stock,  to  the  dividends  of  which  such  one  so  dying 
was  as  aforesaid  declared  to  be  entitled  for  life  ezr 
pectant  upon  the  decease  of  the  said  Ann  Norman, 
would  be  to  be  divided  in  equal  shares  and  proportions 
amongst  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  such 
one  so  dying  as  aforesaid ;  and  in  case  all  or  any  of 
them  the  Appellants  should  depart  this  life  in    the 
lifetime  of  the  said  Ann  Norman,  leaving  any  child  or 
children  respectively,  then  the  said  parts  or  shares,  part 
or  share,  of  the  said  sum  of  1^666  /•  13  s.  4  A  diree  per 
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teot  conaolidated  Bank  annuities,  to  the  interest  and 
dividends  of  which  each  of  them  the  Appellants 
would  have  been  respectively  entitled  for  life  as  afore* 
said,  was  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  the  respective 
children  of  such  of  them  as  should  be  then  deceasedi 
or  if  any  or  either  of  them  the  Appellants  should  be 
then  dead,  leaving  but  one  child,  then  and  in  that  case 
such  child  would  take  the  whole  share  of  which  the 
&ther  would  have  been  entitled  in  such  case  to  the 
dividends  for  his  life  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  each  of 
them  the  Appellants  was  entitled  to  take  and  receive 
die  interest,  dividends  and  annual  proceeds  of  one  fifth 
part  or  share  of  the  residue  of  the  said  testator^s  per* 
tonal  estate,  for  and  dimng  the  term  of  his  natural  life ; 
and  that  upon  the  respective  deaths  of  the  Appellants, 
the  one-fifth  part  to  the  dividends  whereof  such  one  so 
dying  was  as  aforesaid  entitled  for  life,  would  be  to  be 
divided  in  equal  shares  and  proportions  amongst  all 
and  every  the  child  or  children  of  such  one  so  dying 
as  aforesaid,  the  shares  of  such  of  the  said  children  as 
should  at  the  death  of  their  said  father  have  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  to  be  paid  to  him,  her  or 
them  respectively,  immediately  upon  the  decease  of 
their  said  father,  and  the  shares  of  such  of  the  said 
children  as  should  not  have  attained  that  age,  to  be 
paid  to  them  respectively,  when  and  as  they  should 
severally  attain  that  age. 

On  the  17th  day  of  February  1830  the  decree  was 
duly  signed  and  enrolled. 

From  this  decree  an  appeal  was  made,  for  the  foU 
lowing  reasons :  Because  it  is  evident,  that  accord- 
ing to  the  true  construction  of  the  said  will  the 
Appellants  are  severally  absolutely  entitled  to  one  fifth 
part  of  the  principal  sum,  the  dividends  whereof  are 
directed  by  the  said  wll  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Sarah 
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Pearson  during  her  life ;  to  one  fifth  part  of  the  said 
sum  of  5fi55 1.  5  s.  10  d.  three  per  cent,  annuities^ 
upon  the  death  of  the  said  Sarah  Ann  Babington ;  and 
also  to  one  fifth  part  of  the  principal  money,  the  inte 
rest  whereof  is  by  the  said  will  directed  to  be  paid  to 
the  said  Frances  Medley  Pearson  during  her  life ;  and 
also  to  one  fifth  part  of  the  said  1,666/.  I3s.  4fd.  three 
per  cent  annuities  upon  the  death  or  marriage  of  the 
said  Ann  Norman  ;  and  also  to  one  fifth  part  of  the 
residue  of  the  said  testator's  personal  estate. 

The  Respondents  submitted  that  the  decree  was 
good,  ^*  Because  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  manifest 
intention  of  the  testator,  and  the  legaF  construction  of 
the  words  in  which  he  has  expressed  the  same  in  his 
will,  for  the  Appellants  to  take  any  interest  in  the 
testator's  personal  estate  beyond  what  is  given  to  them 
by  the  said  decree." 


Sir  Edward  Sugden  and  Mr.  Pepys^  for  the  Appel- 
lants, contended  that  this  was  an  absolute  gift  to  each 
of  the  testator's  sons,  in  each  of  the  instances  in  which 
they  were  referred  to.  He  cited  the  case  of  JVilkiMon 
V.  Southy  7  Term  Rep.  555,  where,  under  a  bequest 
of  a  term  of  years,  *^  to  A.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body, 
and  to  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  but  in  default 
of  such  issue  then  after  his  decease  to  B.  and  his  heirs 
for  ever,"  it  was  held  that  A.  took  a  life-estate  with  a 
contingent  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  that 
A.  dying  without  issue  the  limitation  was  good  by  way 
of  executory  devise.  The  same  principle  was  adopted 
in  the  case  of  Butter  v.  Ommaneyf  4  Russ.  70.  The 
testator  there  bequeathed  ^*  unto  and  amongst  all  and 
every  the  child  and  children  of  his  late  brother  Jacob 
Butter,  deceased,  and  their  issue,  except  his  nephew, 
Bernard  Butter,  the  sum  of  2,000  /.  to  be  equally  dx-* 
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vided  amongst  them,  sliare  and  share  aKke,'^  to  be 
paid  ivithin  twelve  months  after  his  decease*     The 
suit  was  instituted  by  the  only  children  of  Jacob  Butter 
living  at  the  testator's  death,  or  at  the. date  of  his  will. 
The  question  was  whether  the  plaintiffs  took  the  2,000/. 
absolutely,  or  whether  their  issue  and  the  issue  of  the 
deceased  children  of  Jacob  Butter,  or  any  of  such 
issue,  had  any  interest  in  the  bequest.    The  Master  of 
the  Rolls  held  that  the  legacy  of  2,000  /•  vested  abso<^ 
lutely  in  the  three  children  of  Jacob  Butter  who  were 
living  at  the  testator's  death,  to  the  exclusion  both  of 
the  issue  of  those  three  children  and  of  the  issue  of 
such  children  of  Jacob,  the  brother,  as  died  in  the  tes- 
tator's lifetime.    They  also  cited  Robinson  v.  Uckell^ 
8  Ves.  142,  and  on  the  authority  of  all  those  cases 
contended  that  the  children  of  the  testator,  living  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  upon  arriving  at  the  age  of 
twenty-one  took  an  absolute  life-interest  in  this  pro* 
perty,  and.  that  in  case  any  of  them  had  died  before 
the  death  of  the  testator  his  share  of  the  fund  would 
have  gone  to  such  of  his  children  as  were  living  when 
the  fund  came  into  possession.    .  The  question  was, 
whether  the  word  ''  them,"  in  the  residuary  clause  of 
the  will,  included  the  children  and  grandchildren  of 
the  testator.    The  intention  of  the  testator  was  evi^^^ 
dently  to  give  a  fifth  share  of  the  property  to  each  of 
his  five  sons^  and  to  their  respective  issue.      The 
grandchildren  of  the  testator  could  only  take  by  substi- 
tution, and  not  by  limitation  as  in  the  case  of  Christo^ 
pherson  ▼•  Nayhr^  1  Merivale,  where  the  bequest  was 
to  ^'  each  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  my 
brother  and  sisters  which  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of 
my  death  ;  but  if  any  child  and  children  of  my  said 
brother  and  sisters  shall  happen  to  die  in  my  lifetime, 
and  leave  issue, .  then  the  legacy  or  legacies  hereby 
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1831.      mtended  for  such  child  or  children  so  dying  diall  fie 

Feamon     ^^^  ^^^  ^®'  ^^  ^^^^  issue/'     The  issue  were  held  to 
«iid  others    take  Only  by  substitution.    Therefore  only  the  issue  of 
Stepheit     such  children  as  were  living  at  the  date  of  the  will 
«id  otheis.    ^gyg  entitled  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  tibeir  respec- 
tive parents  during  the  testator's  lifetime.    The  inteiH 
tion  of  the  testator  was  clearly  manifested  in  this  case 
by  the  special  terms  he  had  employed  in  describing 
the  manner  in  which  the  property  should  vest  in  the 
five  objects  of  his  bounty ;  but  if  the  presoit  construe* 
tion  were  to  prevail  that  intention  would  be  utteriy 
defeated. 

,  Mr.  Jac^j  and  Mr.  Parke^  on  behalf  of  the  Respon- 
dentSy  contended  that  by  the  true  construction  of  the 
will  the  Appellants  were  only  entitled  to  a  life-interest 
in  this  proper^,  and  they  denied  that  the  grand- 
children took  by  substitution  only.  They  cited  the 
case  of  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  1  Ves.  Sen.  Sly,  where  the 
Chancellor  changed  the  word  "  or "  into  "  and,"  for 
the  purpose  of  making  a  legacy  of  this  kind  vested 
in  the  grandchildren.  In  the  same  manner  in  the  case 
of  Newman  v.  Ntghtingakf  1  Cox,  341,  where  the 
testator  gave  '*  500 1,  to  the  sole  use  of  N.,  or  of  her 
children  for  ever/'  it  was  held  that  N.  took  only  an 
interest  for  life  in  the  500/.,  and  that  it  belonged  to 
her  children  after  her  death.  The  case  of  Eccard  v. 
Brooke^  2  Cox,  S14,  very  much  resembled  the  present 
In  that  case  there  was  a  bequest  of  stock  to  trustees, 
in  trust  after  the  death  of  A.  to  transfer  the  same  to 
and  amongst  **  all  and  every  the  nephews  and  nieces 
that  should  be  then  living ;  to  wit,  JB.  or  her  children, 
or  C  or  his  children,  or  D.  or  his  children,  or  E.  or 
bis  children,  or  F.  or  her  children,  to  be  equally  divided 
^mong  them,  share  and  share  alike*     The  fund  wa» 
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kddto  be  equally  deviBahle  among  such  nephews 
nieces,  and  theit  cluldren,  .as  were  living  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  A.    So  that  there  being  hot  one  niece,* 
and  two  children  of  another  niece  then  living,  they  took 
the  property  in  thirds.  The  Court  in  that  case  converted 
all  l^e  word  or  in  every  instance  into  and.    The  case  of 
Butter  V*  Ommaney  did  not  proceed  upon  the  ground 
of  substitution.     In  the  present  instance  the  question 
was,  whethw  the  children  took  or  not  an  absolute  in« 
tarest    The  same  words  would  not  bear  the  same  con* 
atnicti<m  when  relating  to  real  as  when  relating  to 
personal  property.    The  question  was  as  to  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word  *'  issue/'  whether  it  was  a  word  of 
purchase  or  of  limitation.     If  the  latter,  the  issue  would 
take  by  succession.    That  question  was  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  evident  intention  of  the  testator.    In  the 
case  of  Doe  d.  Cooper  v.  Coltis^  4  Term  Rep.  ^94, 
Lord  Kenyon  said,  diat  in  a  will  the  word  ^'  issue"  was 
either  a  word  of  purchase  or  of  limitation,  as  would 
best  effectuate  the  devisor's  intention.     In  Knight  y. 
EUiSj  2  Brown's  Chan.  Cas.  369$  it  was  treated  as  a 
word  of  purcha£ie.    The  testator  there  gave  the  accu- 
mulation of  rents  till  A.  should  attain  twenty-one,  to  be 
laid  out,  and  to  permit  A.  to  receive  the  interest  during 
his  life ;  afiter  his  death  the  monies  to  go  to  the  issue 
male  of  A*9  and  in  default  of  A.  having  issue,  to  the 
plaintiffs.    A.  died  without  issue ;  had  he  had  any,  the 
Court  said  they  would  have  taken  as  purchasers.     In 
the  ease  of  fFilson  ▼.  Fansittart,  Ambler,  563,  there 
was  a  bequest  **  to  A.  and  his  heirs  male,  equally  to 
be  divided  amongst  them,  share  and  share  alike,"  and 
it  was  construed  to  be  a  bequest  to  A*  for  life,  re- 
mainder, to  his  children  equally*    The  same  principle 
was  adopted  in  Hackly  v.  Mmbrey^  1  Ves.  jun*  1^ } 
and  in  Jaoob%  v^  Amyati^  4t  Brown's  Chan.  Ca8«  £41; 
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where  there  was  a  devise  of  personal  estate  to  A.^  to 
be  placed  at  interest  till  A.  should  attain  twenty-one 
or  marry,  then  to  be  paid  to  her  for  her  use  during  her 
natural  life,  and  immediately  after  her  decease  to  the 
heirs  of  her  body,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them, 
share  and  share  alike,  and  in  default  of  such  issue  to 
the  testatrix's  brother ;  it  was  held  that  an  estate  for 
life  only  existed  in  A^  In  the  present  case  it  was  im- 
possible to  say  that  there  were  any  words  of  substitu- 
tion, or  any  by  which  a  quasi  estate*tail  was  given  to 
the  children  of  the  testator,  but  it  was  evidently  the 
intention  of  the  testator  that  his  sons  should  only  take 
a  life-interest  in  the  property. 

Sir  E.  Sugden  in  reply  said,  that  Newman  v.  JSIJightin'^ 
gak  had  long  since  been  overruled,  and  that  Crook  v. 
J)e  VandeSy  9  Ves.  established  that  a  gift  to  A.  or  his 
children  was  a  gift  to  them  that  would  take  effect  by 
substitution. 


Judgment. 

MoDday, 
Julj  11. 


The  Lord  ChanceUor  said,  that  in  this  case  there 
appeared  to  have  been  a  mistake  in  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  below.  It  was  not  necessary  to  take  iurther 
time  to  consider  the  case,  for  there  was  no  making 
sense  of  the  will  unless  it  was  construed  so  as  to  create 
an  absolute  gift  to  the  testator  s  five  sons.  It  was  clear 
that  the  issue  of  any  one  of  those  sons  would  at  the 
death  of  the  testator  take  by  substitution  if  the  son 
himself  should  at  that  time  be  dead.  But  on  the  other 
ground  the  case  was  equally  clear ;  and  it  was  evident 
that  in  the  hurry  of  the  last  day  of  the  sittings  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  had  not  been  ftiUy  drawn 
to  the  terms  of  the  will.  The  case  oi  Butter  v.  Onrna-- 
nty  could  not  stand  for  law  if  the  present  decbion  was 
good,  and  that  case  had  always  been  deemed  of  good 
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authority.  He  should  advise  their  Lordships  to  find 
that  this  was  an  absolute  gift  of  the  property,  taken  in 
the  order  mentioned  in  the  will^  to  be  paid  at  the  time 
and  in  the  manner  specified  to  the  testator's  sons  living 
at  the  time  of  his  decease ;  but  if  any  of  the  said  sons 
was  at  that  time  dead,  then  to  go  to  the  issue  of  that 
son,  such  issue  to  take  as  the  stirpes  would  have  taken, 
and  not  on  a  division  per  capita*  That  construction 
was  the  only  one  that  would  not  counteract  any  inten- 
tion of  the  testator. 


18SK 

* — .^— ' 

Pearsom 
«nd  others 

SrKPBBir 
imd  others. 


Judgment  of  the  Court  below  reversed. 
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IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  PRIVILEGES. 

Wednesday,  NeTTEEVILLE   PeERAGE. 

July  n,      ~  ' 

1831.         ,^^ 

* — ^ — '      JVLR.  RUSSEL^  who  appeared  for  the  claimant  in 

E^id^^f®'  this  case,  mentioned,  while  going  through  the  pedi- 

Copies  of  wills  gTcc,  that  their  Lordships  House  had  been  furnished 

dwice  to  wip-   ^^^  copies  of  certain  wills  that  formed  part  of  the 

port  a  claim  of  proof  for  the  claimant. 

peerage.    The   *'      • 
originals  must 

be  produced,        rj^^  j^^^^  Chancelloe  Said  that  that  House  was 

more  exact  than  Courts  of  Law  as  to  documentary 
evidence.  In  Courts  of  Law  certified  extracts  firom 
the  parish-books,  or  examined  copies  of  entries  in 
them,  were  received  as  evidence,  but  that  House  re- 
quired the  books  themselves  to  be  produced,  and  it 
had  always  been  the  custom  of  their  Lordships  to 
require  the  wills  themselves,  and  not  to  be  satisfied 
with  copies  of  them,  however  well  attested. 

The  Earl  of  Eldan  observed,  that  their  Lordships 
always  required  the  wills  themselves,  unless  there  was 
proof  of  their  actual  loss  or  destruction ;  and  he  men- 
tioned a  case  on  the  northern  circuit,  where  in  one 
trial  a  decision  had  been  given  one  way  on  the  pro- 
duction of  the  copy  of  a  will,  but  where  the  decision 
had  been  the  other  way  when  the  will  itself  was  after- 
wards produced. 

Lord  Wynford  was  also  of  opinion  that  the  House 
of  Lords  would  not  be  satisfied  with  any  thing  but  the 
original  wills  themselves,  and,   as  a  proof  that  the 
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originals  ouglit  always  to  be  produced,  he  referred  to  a        issi. 
case  at  Taunton,  where  the  words  of  a  will  would  have  netteeville 
given  a  fee,  but  on  the  production  of  the  will  itself,  and     peerage. 
on  examining  it  against  the  light,  it  was  distinctly  seen 
that  these  words  had  been  written  in  after  the  erasure 
of  other  words  that  only  gave  a  life-estate. 

It  was  afterwards  stated,  that  the  law-officers  of  die 
Crown  in  Ireland  had  had  these  instruments  produced 
when  the  daim  was  submitted  to  them  for  their  report, 
but  their  Lordships  held  that  that  was  not  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  rules  of  the  House,  and  they  therefore  could 
only  consent  to  hear  counsel  on  this  case,  subject  to 
fais  undertaking  to  produce  the  origfinal  wilb  to  their 
Lordships,  and  also  subject  to  any  objections  that  might 
arise  on  their  production. 
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IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  PRIVILEGES, 
issi.  Case  of  the  Bxoomfielo  Peerage. 

Where  three  Irish  peerages  are  considered  extinct,  and  a  new 
creation  takes  place,  after  which  one  of  these  peeragee  im 
revived,  the  new  creation  is  valid  under  the  Act  of  Union 

.  with  Ireland,  but  the  Crown's  right  again  to  create  a  new 
peerage  will  be  suspended  till  the  full  number  of  vacancies 
has  occurred. 

In  this  case  Benjamin  Lord  Baron  Bloomfield  claimed 
to  have  a  right  to  vote  at  the  election  of  representative 
Peers  for  Ireland.  The  question  on  the  vsdidity  of  hia 
claim  arose  on  the  following  facts :  In  the  month  of 
May  1825  Sir  Benjamin  Bloomfield  was  created  by 
patent  a  Baron  of  the  kingdom  of  Ireland,  by  the  tide 
of  Baron  Bloomfield  of  Oakhampton  and  Redwood^  in 
the  county  of  Tipperary.  The  patent  recited  that  thrt e 
peerages  had  become  extinct,  namely,  those  of  Patrick 
Earl  of  Roscommon,  of  T.  J.  Warren  Viscount  Bulkely, 
and  of  Sylvester  Douglas  Baron  Glenbervie,  no  claim 
having  been  put  in  for  the  Roscommon  peerage  (that 
which  had  most  recently  become  extinct)  for  above  ayear 
after  the  death  of  the  late  earl.  By  the  fourth  article 
of  the  Act  of  Union  with  Ireland  it  is  provided,  *^  That 
if  any  peerage  shall  at  any  time  be  in  abeyance,  such 
peerage  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  as  an  existing  peer- 
age; and  no  peerage  shall  be  deemed  extinct  unless  on 
default  of  claimants  to  the  inheritance  df  such  peerage 
for  the  space  of  one  year  from  the  death  of  the  person 
who  shall  have  been  last  possessed  thereof;  and  if  no 
claim  shall  be  made  to  the  inheritance  of  such  peerage, 
in  such  form  and  manner  as  may  from  time  to  time  be 
prescribed  by  the  House  of  Lords  of  the  United  King- 
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dom,  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  period  of  a  year,        i83i. 
then  and  in  that  case  such  peerage  shall  be  deemed   bloompield 
extinct ;  provided  that  nothing  herein  shall  exclude  any     Peukaoe. 
person  from  afterwards  putting  in  a  claim  to  the  peer- 
age so  deemed  extinct ;  and  if  such  claim  shall  be 
allowed  as  valid  by  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords 
such  peerage  shall  be  considered  as  revived ;  and  in 
case  any  new  creation  of  a  peerage  of  that  part  of  the 
United  Kingdom  called  Ireland  shall  have  taken  place 
in  the  interval,  in  consequence  of  the  supposed  extinc- 
tion of  such  peerage,  then  no  new  right  of  creation 
shall  accrue  to  His  Majesty  in  consequence  of  the  next 
extinction  which  shall  take  place  of  any  peerage  of 
Ireland." 

By  a  judgment,  dated  19  June  1828,  of  the  House  of 
Lords,  it  was  declared  that  Michael  James  Robert 
Dillon  had  proved  his  claim  to  the  title  of  the  Earl  of 
Roscommon. 

In  consequence  of  this  decision,  it  appeared  that  the 
Bloomfield  Peerage  had  been  granted  when  only  two 
peerages  were  actually  extinct. 

The  peerage  of  John  Earl  of  Carhampton  became 
extinct  on  his  death  on  the  lyth  of  March  1829,  and 
was  the  next  extinction  after  the  decision  on  the  Ros- 
common case. 

Three  peerages  of  Ireland,  in  addition  to  that  of 
Carhampton,  have  since  become  extinct;  viz.  Henry 
Earl  of  Barrymore,  Frederick  Earl  of  Ulster,  Eyre, 
Baron  of  Castlecoote. 

On  the  31  St  of  Dec.  1830  a  patent  issued,  reciting 
these  facts,  and  containing  a  grant  of  the  dignities  of 
a  Baron  and  Viscuont  of  Ireland  to  Standish  O'Grady, 
of  Rockbarton,  by  the  name  of  Baron  O'Grady,  of 
Rockbarton,  and  Viscount  Guillamore,  of  Cahir  Guil- 
lamore,  in  Limerick. 

VOL,  II.  A  A 


3J6 


CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 


1831. 

BrOOMPIELD 
PSfRAGB. 


Wednesday, 

July  13- 

Judgment 


Under  these  circumstances  the  question  was,  whether 
the  grant  of  the  Bloomfield  Peerage  could  be  sustained. 
That  grant  had  been  made,  when,  in  fact,  only  two 
peerages  were  extinct ;  and  the  Act  of  Union  had  in 
the  first  place  declared  that  no  new  creation  should  be 
made  till  three  peerages  were  extinct ;  and  had  after- 
wards provided  for  the  restraint  of  the  Royal  Preroga- 
tive if  a  new  creation  should  be  made  under  circum- 
stances like  the  present,  but  had  said  nothing  as  to  the 
validity  of  such  new  creation. 

The  case  was  referred  by  the  Crown  to  the  House  of 
Lords,  and  counsel  were  heard  before  the  Committee 
of  Privileges,  to  whom  the  House  had  referred  it 

The  Lord  Chancellor: — 

This  was  clearly  a  casus  miissus  in  the  Act  of  Untont 
which  in  this  respect  their  Lordships  were  bound  to 
construe  in  favour  of  the  Crown,  as  the  Crown  pos* 
sessed,  but  for  this  restriction,  the  undoubted  power  of 
creating  as  many  peers  as  it  might  choose.  Now  it 
was  a  rule  of  law,  that  a  restriction  on  the  ex^cise  of 
any  power  legally  vested  *  in  a  private  individual  must 
be  construed  strictly,  still  more  must  it  be  so  construed 
in  the  case  of  the  Crown.  Unless  the  case  on  which 
the  restriction  was  to  operate  was  exactly  mentioned 
it  would  not  be  included  in  the  restriction.  A  restric* 
tion  imposed  by  Act  of  Parliament  upon  all  corpora* 
tions  sole,  though  the  Crown  was  undoubtedly  a  cor- 
poration sole,  would  not  include  the  Crown  unless  it 
was  specially  mentioned.  Grants  were  generally  con- 
strued against  the  grantee ;  but  in  this,  as  in  other 
respects,  the  Crown  was  an  exception  to  the  general 
rule,  and  all  grants  to  which  the  Crown  was  a  party 
were  to  be  construed  in  favour  of  the  Crown.  These 
alone  would  be  sufficient  reasons  to  decide  the  present 
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case  if  it  stood  in  dubio.     Vi  did  not,  however,  appear       jssi. 
ta  do  so.     The  Legislature  had  said  that  the  Crown  bj^7ieu> 
should  only  create  a  peer  in  a  certain  event,  and  it  had     pEcuAofi. 
then  provided  that  if  the  Crown,  having  reason  to 
believe  that  that  event  had  happened,  should  make  a 
new  creation,  the  power  of  the  Crown  should  be  sus* 
pended  until  certain  other  events  had  happened,  but  it 
did   not  pretend  to  say  that  the  new  peerage  thus 
created  should   be  considered  as  a  void  act  of  the 
Crown.     The  only  effect  was  that  the  new  peerage 
would,  so  to  speak,  be  carried  to  the  debit  of  the 
Crown's  privilege,  and  would  render  one  vacancy  more 
than  the  usual  number  necessary  before  the  Crown 
could  again  exercise  its  prerogative.     Unless  this  con- 
struction was  put  upon  the  clause  in  the  Act  of  Union      * 
there  would  be  no  means  of  knowing  when  the  Crown 
had  the  power  of  making  an  Irish  peerage.     Under 
these  circumstances  he  thought  it  was  fit  that  their 
Lordships  should  report  in  favour  of  the  claim. 

Lord  Wynford : — If  he  had  the  least  doubt  upon 
this  case  he  should  advise  their  Lordships  to  adjourn 
it  to  have  the  assistance  of  the  Attorney-General,  but  it 
was  too  plain  to  require  furthisr  consideration.  The 
King's  right  to  confer  a  peerage  existed  at  common 
law,  and  that  privilege  could  only  be  affected  by 
plain  and  direct  words.  There  were  none  such  here. 
The  King  having  once  exercised  his  prerogative,  the 
right  he  conferred  vested  in  the  newly-created  peer. 
If  the  case  stopped  there  it  would  be  sufficient,  for  the 
party  could  not  now  be  deprived  of  his  rights  as  a  peer, 
as  those  rights  were  in  full  existence  when  the  peerage 
was  made.  The  Act  then  referred  to  a  dormant  claim 
being  afterwards  allowed,  and  said  that  such  a  peerage 
should  be  considered  as  revived,  and  so  it  was,  but  not 
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1831.  SO  as  to  deprive  the  peer  who  had  been  created  in  the 
Bloomfieid  ™^^d  time  of  the  rights  that  he  would  otherwise  be 
Peebaok.  entitled  to  enjoy.  The  only  effect  of  such  revival  was 
that  the  King's  right  of  creation  would  be  suspended  for 
a  further  time  tiian  if  the  revival  had  not  taken  place. 
The  difficulty  would  arise  with  respect  to  the  next 
peerage,  but  there  could  be  none  with  respect  to  the 
present  claimant.  The  King's  right  was  in  full  force 
when  he  exercised  it.  The  peerage  completely  vested  at 
that  time,  and  it  could  not  afterwards  be  divested  by 
the  revival  of  one  of  the  peerages  then  considered 
extinct 

Claim  allowed. 
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Election. 


APPEAL 

FROM   THE   COURT    OF   SESSION*  16  Dec. 

I8S0. 

DuNDAS    -        -        -        -        Appellant. 

DuNDAs     -        -        -        -        RespondenL        ^t^tai^J' 

Frauds. 

General  F.  Dundas,  domiciled  in  Scotland,  and  possessed  of  a 
real  estate  in  England,  and  of  heritable  and  moveable  pro- 
perty in  Scotland,  dies,  leaving  a  trust  disposition  of  the 
whole  of  his  subject,  heritable  and  moveable,  in  favour  of 
trustees,  in  which  they  are  directed  to  turn  the  whole  into 
money,  and  divide  the  proceeds  equally  among  his  four 
children  ;  and  the  Deed  is  executed  in  the  Scottish  form, 
attested  by  two  witnesses.  This  not  being  sufficient  to 
convey  the  English  real  estate,  although  it  was  clear  that 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  Disponer  to  convey  it  along  with 
the  rest  of  his  property  to  the  trustees,  the  eldest  son  and 
heir-at-law  insisted  that  it  was  a  nullity  as  to  the  English 
estate,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  take  that  as  heir-at-law 
to  his  father,  and  also  to  take  his  fourth  share  of  the 
Scottish  property. 

Held  by  the  House  of  Lords,  affirming  an  unanimous  decision 
of  the  Judges  of  the  Second  Division  of  the  Court  of  Session, 
that  the  heir  at-law  was  put  to  his  approbate  or  reprobate 
(election),  and  must  waive  all  objections,  and  allow  the 
trust-disposition  to  have  full  effect  as  to  the  whole  property ,. 
according  to  the  intent  of  the  Disponer,  or  take  nothing 
under  the  disposition. 


General  FRANCIS  DUNDAS,  being  entitled  to 
a  real  estate  in  England,  valued  at  14,000  /.,  to  heritable 
property  in  Scotland,  with  a  freehold  qualification,, 
valued  at  5,700/.,  and  to  moveable  property,  in  Scot- 
land, valued  at  31,500/.,  and  being  domiciled  in  Scot- 
land, executed  a  deed  of  trust  and  settlement,  dated 
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J^^  April  1818,  in  favour  of  trustees,  of  his  whole  pro- 
DuNDAs  perty  without  restriction,  with  directions  to  them  to 
Dl  Jdas.  convert  the  whole  into  money,  and  to  divide  the  pro- 
duce (with  the  exception  of  a  provision  for  his,  wife 
in  case  she  survived)  equally  among  his  four  childreo, 
two  sons  and  two  daughters.  The  deed  was  in  the 
Scottish  form,  attested  by  two  witnesses,  and  by  the 
English  law  was  inoperative  as  to  the  English  real 
estate. 

In  1824  General  Dundas  died,  leaving  this  settle- 
ment unaltered,  and  Wedderburn  Dundas,  his  eldest 
son  and  heir-at-law,  claimed  the  English  estate  as  un- 
disposed of,  and  also  a  fourth  share  of  the  Scottish 
property. 

The  trustees  then  instituted  a  process  of  multiple- 
poinding,  exoneration  and  declarator,  conduding  to 
have  it  found  and  declared  that  Wedderburn  Dundas 
had  no  right  to  his  share  of  the  Scottish  property  under 
the  trust-deed,  and  to  the  English  estate  separately, 
but  was  put  to  his  approbation  or  reprobation  (election). 
The  facts  are  thus  concisely  and  accurately  stated  in 
the  condescendance  for  the  younger  children  : 

I.  General  Francis  Dundas  died  at  Edinburgh  on 
the  15th  day  of  January  1824,  leaving  four  surviving 
children  by  his  wife,  Mrs.  Eliza  Gumming  or  Dundas, 
the  condescenders,  and  their  elder  brother  Wedderburn 
Dundas. 

II.  General  Dundas  was  a  native  of  Scotland,  and 
for  several  years  preceding  his  death  he  resided  con- 
stantly in  Scotland. 

'^jala!'*'  ^^^-  ^^^  ^^*^  ^^*^'  General  Dundas  executed,  at 
.Edinburgh,  a  disposition  of  his  whole  property  in 
favour  of  the  Pursuers  of  the  present  action,  as  his 
trustees.  In  particular,  he  disponed  to  ^em  the  eistate 
.of  Sansonseal,  situated  within  the  liberties  of  Berwick, 
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and  subject  to  the  law  of  England,  and  also  certain       isno- 
heritable  subjects  situated  in  Scotland.     By  the  same      dcTno^ 
deed,  he  directed  his  trustees,  after  discharging  the         v- 
other  purposes  of  the  trust,  to  divide  the  whole  of  the 
free  residue  and  produce  or  surplus  of  the  lands,  es- 
tates, heritages,  property,  debts,  means  and  effects 
thereby  conveyed  to  them,  among  such  of  the  children, 
bom  of  the  marriage  betwixt  him  and   Mrs.  Eliza 
Gumming  or  Dundas,  as  should  happen  to  survive 
him,  in  such  shares  and  divisions  as  he  should  appoint 
by  a  writing  under  his  hand,  and,  failing  such  appoint- 
ment, equally  among  the  said  children,  share  and  share 
alike* 

IV.  Greneral  Dundas  died  without  having  executed 
any  deed  <^  division. 

V*  Since  the  death  of  General  Dundas,  it  has  been 
discovered  that  the  conveyance  of  the  estate  of  Sanson- 
seal  in  favour  of  the  trustees  is  ineffectual,  as  the  law 
of  England  requires  that  a  conveyance  of  freehold  pro- 
perty should  be  subscribed  before  three  witnesses, 
whereas  the  trust  disposition  above  referred  to  was  only 
subscribed  before  two  witnesses. 

Vi.  Wedderbum  Dundas,  the  elder  brother  of  the 
eondescenders,  who  has  succeeded  to  the  estate  of  San- 
sonseal  as  heir  at  law,  refuses  to  supply  the  defect  in 
the  conveyance  of  that  estate  in  favour  of  the  trustees, 
whereby  the  fund  in  medio  consists  only  of  the  move- 
able property  which  belonged  to  General  Dundas,  and 
of  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  his  heritable  property  in 
Scotland. 

In  these  circumstances,  the  eondescenders  claim : — 
1  •  That  they  should  each  be  found  entitled  to  a  fourth 

share  of  the  free  residue  of  the  trust  funds,  in  terms  of 

the  deed  above  referred  to. 
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Q.  That  they  should  each  be  found  entided  to  a  third 
of  the  remaining  share,  which  would  have  belonged  to 
their  elder  brother,  Wedderbum  Dundas,  as  he  has 
forfeited  his  interest  under  the  trust-deed  by  refusing  to 
give  effeet  to  hb  father's  intentioui  as  expressed  in  that 
deed  in  regard  to  the  estate  of  Sansooseal* 

After  the  record  was  made  up  in  the  usual  form 
and  closed,  the  Lord  Ordinary  ordered  cases  to  be 
prepared  with  a  view  to  rqx>rt  to  the  Second  Division 
of  the  Court,  and  subjoined  the  following  note : 

'^  On  the  merits  of  the  case,  the  Lord  Ordinary  has 
^^  not  a  doubt ;  and  considers  that  the  last  case  de- 
'^  cided  by  the  Court  in  circumstances  not  similar  to 
*^  this,  but  requiring  the  application  of  the  principles 
*^  of  law  recognised  in  questions  of  this  sort,  places 
^*  this  case  in  a  very  clear  point  of  view.  The  Lord 
"  Ordinary  alludes  to  Trotter  v.  Trotter,  5di  Decem- 
^  ber  1826,  quoted  by  Wedderburn  Dundas.  In  that 
'^  case,  it  was  admitted  on  all  hands,  both  by  English 
^'  and  Scotch  lawyers,  that  the  law  of  approbate  and 
*^  reprobate  in  Scotland,  and  the  law  of  election  in 
*^  England,  are  to  the  same  effiect,  and  that  they  both 
^*  apply  wherever  it  is  clear  that  a  testator  has  in« 
^^  tended  to  bequeath  or  convey  a  subject,  but  has 
"  failed  to  do  so  in  a  legal  technical  manner.  If,  in 
**  such  case,  the  person  to  whom  that  subject  belongs 
<^  or  falls,  through  the  failure  of  the  proper  technical 
^^  conveyance,  and  which  he  would  not  have  got  if  the 
<<  deed  had  been  technically  formal,  has  also  a  sepa- 
'^  rate  interest  in  the  deed ;  and,  while  he  claims  that 
^*  separate  interest,  claims  also  the  subject  conveyed 
'^  away  from  him  informally,  he  will  not  be  permitted 
*^  to  take  both.  In  Scotland,  the  law  of  approbate 
*<  and  reprobate  applies  :  in  England,  that  of  eledion. 
•'  Both  go  to  this,  that  the  person  may  make  his  elec- 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR.  M5 


4( 


^^  tion,  and  take  one,  viz.  either  take  the  share  arising       i930. 
**  out  of  the  deed,  if  the  testator's  whole  intentions     jyvvoM 
^^  have  effect,  or  the  subject  not  technically  conveyed ;  v. 

^'  but  not  both.  ^''"^• 

^^  Now,  in  this  case,  there  is  no  question  that  the 
**  law  of  Scotland  is  the  rule  of  guidance.  The  late 
^^  General  Dundas  was  a  native  of  Scotland,  and  domi- 
^  ciled  in  it,  and  left  a  deed  executed  in  the  Scotch 
form.  There  is  no  room  for  questioning  his  inten* 
tions  with  regard  to  the  property  called  Sansonseal, 
situated  within  the  Berwick  bounds.  It  is  conveyed 
'*  by  specific  description  to  his  trustees,  along  with  all 
*'  the  rest  of  the  landed  property  situated  in  Scodand. 
'*  It  may  be  true,  and  is  admitted  to  be  so,  that,  owing 
^'  to  the  deed  not  having  been  executed  in  the  form 
**  required  by  the  English  statute  of  frauds,  it  is  not 
^^  in  form  to  carry  the  Sansonseal  to  the  trustees,  and 
*'  that  Mr.  Wedderburn  Dundas  is  entitled  to  claim  it. 
'^  But  there  being  no  doubt  that  his  father  did  not  in* 
^^  tend  that  he  should  have  that  subject  and  a  share  of 
'^  all  the  others,  the  law  of  approbate  and  reprobate 
*'  applies,  whereby  he  must  make  his  choice  either  to 
<<  abide  by  the  Sansonseal,  or  let  it  be  sold  by  the 
*^  trustees,  and  take  his  share  of  the  whole  estate,  real 
**  and  personal,  left  by  his  father." 

Cases  were  accordingly  given  in,  and  the  Lord  Or-  ^"JJJ^^J'j^' 
dinary  reported  to  the  Second  Division  of  the  Court,  i4  Jan.  iRag^ 
and  the  Judges  unanimously  pronounced  the  follow- 
ing interlocutor :  — 

"  The  Lords,  upon  report  of  Lord  Cringletie, 
'*  Ordinary,  having  advised  the  closed  record  in 
^  this  case,  with  revised  cases  for  the  younger  chil* 
^^  dren  of  the  late  General  Dundas,  and  for  Wedder- 
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itso.  "  burn  Dundas,  the  eldest  son,  and  their  tutois  and 
**  curators,  and  whole  process,  and  having  also  heard 
'^  parties,  Find,  that  if  Wedderbum  Dundas  shall  ulti- 
^*  mately  take  the  real  estate  situated  in  £ngland, 
**  without  surrendering  the  same  to  the  purposes  of 
'*  the  trust,  he  cannot  be  entitled  to  claim  under  the 
'^  trust'^leed  any  share  of  the  heritable  and  moveable 
"  estates  in  Scotland,  thereby  conveyed  to  the  trustees, 
**  and  decern." 

From  this  judgment  Wedderbum  Dundas  iqppealed, 
for  the  following  reasons : 

I.  It  is  admitted  that,  for  want  of  legal  solemnity 
the  trust-deed  alone  does  not  operate  as  a  conveyance 
of  legal  estate  situate  in  England^  This  want  of  legal 
solemnity  does  not  merely  give  a  right  of  exception 
which  may  or  may  not  be  exercised  at  the  option  of 
the  party  by  whom  it  may  be  competently  stated,  and 
iwhich,  if  not  pleaded  in  a  reduction,  the  Court  is  not 
bound  to  notice.  It  does  not,  like  the  law  of  death 
had,  merely  open  a  right  to  challenge :  it  operates  as 
a  complete  nullity,  rendering  the  deed  of  no  more 
effect  in  point  of  law  than  a  sheet  of  waste  paper : 
nay,  more,  a  deed  labouring  under  such  a  defect  is  not 
only  ineffectual  as  a  conveyance,  but  it  cannot  even 
afford  evidence  of  intention  to  convey;  it  cannot  be 
]ooked  at ;  it  cannot  be  read ;  it  raises  no  election. 

II.  The  Respondents  admit  that,  in  consequence  of 
the  defect  in  the  trust-deed,  the  Appellant  is  entitled 
to  take  the  English  estate  as  heir-at-law. 

III.  Keeping  this  fact  in  view,  that  the  Appellant  ap^ 
pears  in  the  diaracter  of  an  English  heir*at*law,  claim- 
ing an  English  estate,  his  rights  in  reference  to  that 
estate,  and  that  character,  must  be  determined  by  the 
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law  of  England.  They  are  not  to  be  limited  or  en-  laao. 
eroaehed  upon  by  rules  applicable  to  foreign  succes-  jdoh^h^ 
sioD,  supposing  even  these  rules  to  be  different  in  their  *• 
natare  and  opposite  in  their  eflfects  from  those  of  the 
eountry  where  his  estate  is  situated*  The  Appellant, 
liaTing  claimed  and  received  from  the  Courts  6f  Eng- 
land the  estate  situated  in  that  eountry,  goes  to  Scot- 
land, and  demands  his  share  of  the  property  to  which 
he  has  a  right  under  his  father's  settlement,  unqualified 
by  any  condition  or  restriction  whatever.  His  demand 
is  met  by  the  objection  that  he  has  no  right  to  share  in 
the  benefits  of  the  trust-deed,  unless  he  surrender  his 
English  estate.  He  is  told  that  he  cannot  take  both 
the  estate  which  is  not  conveyed,  and  the  personal 
px)perty  which  is  conveyed,  by  the  trust-deed;  tiiat 
he  must  make  his  election,  although  in  England  he  is 
under  no  obligation  of  the  kind ;  that  he  cannot  appro*' 
bate  and  reprobate,  although  the  deed  is  confessedly 
inoperative  as  to  the  estate  in  England.  His  rights 
are  thus  rendered  subject  to  an  iitiplied  condition  in 
Scotland,  which  would  not  be  allowed  to  have  any 
effect  in  the  country  under  the  peculiarities  of  whose 
statute  law  the  whole  question  arises. 

The  Court  of  Session  has  erred  in  raising  and  giving 
effect  to  an  implied  condition  in  Scotland,  thereby 
putting  the  heir  to  his  election,  while  no  such  condi- 
tion could  have  been  allowed  to  affect  his  rights  in 
England.  They  have  erred  in  not  giving  the  same 
effect  to  the  want  of  legal  solemnity  in  the  deed  in 
question  as  the  Courts  of  England  would  have  done* 
It  must  be  kept  in  view,  that  the  statute  out  of  which 
the  objection  arises  is  an  English  statute;  that  it  is 
intended  to  regulate  the  conveyance  of  real  property  in 
England ;  aind  that,  therefore,  whatever  efiect  would 
be  given  to  the  statute  in  England,  must  er  comitate 
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J  830.       be.  the  rule  as  to;  the  effect  to  be  given  to  it  iaSeot* 
^^^^     land.     It  is  in  vaia  to  ai^ue  this  case  as  if  it  hioged 
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on  the  interpretation,  of  a  mere  Scots  trust-deed.  Tlie 
law  of  England  enters  deeply  into  the  question;  by 
which  law  alone  the  following  important  queries  can.be 
solved :  What  is  the  effect  to  be  giyen  to  the  statute  of 
frauds?  Is  there  in  the.  deed,  as  affected  by  that 
statute,  any  legal  evidence  of  General  Dundas*8  i&- 
tention  to  convey  the  estate  of  Sansonseal  ?  Is  there 
any  thing  which  would  put  the  heir ,  to  his  election  in 
England  ?  These  are  questions  to  be  determined  by 
the  law  of  England ;  and  if  by  the  law  of  that  country 
there  be  neither  evidence  of  intention,  nor  any  room 
for  pleading  a  case  of  election^  the  Court  in  Scotland 
is  not  entitled  to  presume  that  the  first  exists  in  order 
to  apply  the  analogous  doctrine .  of  approbate  and 
reprobate. 

V.  If  the  Court  of  Session  does  gather  from  die  deed 
evid^ce  of  an  intention  to  convey,  which  evidence  is 
the  sole  ground  for  the  plea  of  approbate  and  repro*- 
bate,  it  is  plain  that  they  can  do  so  only  by  giving  to 
the  statute  of  frauds  an  interpretation  different  from 
that  which  it  would  receive  in  an  English  Court 
That  statute,  according  to  the  construction  which  has 
been  put  upon  it  in  England,  will  admit  of  no  devise 
of  real  -  estate '  whose  execution  is  not  proved  by  the 
evidence  ^^  of  three  witnesses.  If  not  so  pioved,  it  is 
''  nothing.  It  cannot  receive  notice;  the  intention 
^  canncit  be  repres^ited,  for  it  cannot  be  presumed^ 
'^  and  there  is  no  evidence ;  the  will,  not  being  exe« 
<^  cuted  with  the  solemnity  required  by  the  law»  as  to 
*'  a  real  estate,  cannot  be  read,  the  Court  cannot  see 
'^  any  devise  of  real  estate ;  and,  therefore,  as  the 
^*  estate  does  not  appear  to  be  devised  away  from  the 
^*  heir,  no  act  appearing  to  be  done>  the  heir  in  that 
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^  case  cannot  be  put  to  election."     If  this  be  the  law       iB3a 
4»f  £ngland ;  if  this  be  a  correct  statement  of  the  legal      doii*I$ 
efiWct  of  the  statute  of  frauds :  if  that  part  of  General  ^ 

Btiudas's  trust*deed  which  relates  to  the  Sansonseal 
estate  cannot  be  read ;  if  there  be,  in  fact,  no  devise, 
UFO  evidence  of  intention,  nothing  to  put  the  heir  to  his 
election,  the  doctrine  of  approbate  and  reprobate  can- 
not find  a  pktce.  There  is  nothing  which  can  entitle 
tile  Court  of  Session  to  call  upon  the  Appellant  to  fulfil 
an  intention,  when  there  is  no  evidence  that  such  an 
intention  exists.  Why  must  the  heir-at*law,  claiming 
under  the  law  of  England,  surrender  an  estate  for  the 
parposes  of  the  trust,  with  regard  to  which  the  trust- 
deed  is  absolutely  a  piece  of  waste  paper,  before  he  can 
claim  a  share  of  the  heritable  and  moveable  estate  con- 
veyed to  him  by  its  provisions. 

VL  An  opposite  opinion  can  be  maintained  on  this 
supposition  only,  that  all  the  peculiarities  of  this  case 
are  to  be  disregarded  ;  that  the  situation  of  the  parties^ 
aod  of  the  subject  in  dispute,  is  to  have  no  weight; 
that  the  statute,  and  the  construction  put  upon  it  by 
those  best  qualified  to  judge  of  its  meaning,  is  to  be 
thrown  out  of  view ;  that  the  Court  of  Session  is  to 
find  intention  where  an  English  Court  would  find 
Booe.  If  the  deed  in  question  is  to  be  considered 
with  reference  to  the  statute  of  frauds,  the  construe*- 
tion  giren  to  that  statute  in  England,  and  the  con- 
struction  given  it  in  Scotland,  must  be  the  same. 
Every  effect  and  every  consequence  which  m^ht  arise 
out  of  the  objection,  when  stated  in  an  English  Court, 
must  flow  from  it  when  stated  in  the  Courts  in  Scot- 
land. 

VII.  There  is  no  authority  in  the  law  of  Scotland  for 
saying,  that  a  deed  declared  null  by  statute  can  afford 
evidence  of  intention,  or  be  the  foundation  of  the  plea 
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]8do.       of  approbate  and  reprobate.     The  authorities  quoted 
j^^^j^^^     in  support  of  the  Respondents'  pleas  do  not  go  to  this- 
^         extent    They  may  all  be  explained  without  adopting 
any  such  conclusion. 

VIII.  The  case  of  Trotter  t.  Trotter,  on  which  the 
opinion  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  and  tiie  judgment  of  the 
Court  appear  to  have  proceeded,  is  not  decisive  of 
the  present  question*  That  case  was  special ;  but,  as 
far  as  it  does  bear  upon  the  point  at  issue,  it  supports 
the  argument  urged  by  the  Appellant.  It  proves  that, 
in  the  interpretation  of  written  instruments,  still  more 
4herefore  in  the  construction  of  statutes,  we  must  ad-> 
here  to  the  rules  which  have  been  laid  down  by  the 
Courts  to  whose  jurisdiction  the  interpretation  of  the 
instrument  or  the  construction  of  the  statute  naturally 
belongs. 

For  the  Respondents,  the  following  were  maiiitained 
and  rdied  upon  as  the  reasons  of  appeal. 

I.  The  construction  of  a  deed  must  be  regulated  by 
the  law  of  the  country  in  which  it  was  executed. 
M'Hargsv.Blmn,  JulySJi,  176(1),  Mor.  4611. 

When  a  party  executes  a  deed,  it  is  natufally  pre- 
sumed, unless  there  be  some  evidence  of  a  contraiy 
intention,  that  he  makes  use  of  words  in  the  sense  at- 
tached to  diem  by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  he 
is  then  resident  In  all  questions,  therefore,  which 
may  afterwards  occur  with  regard  to  the  import  of  the 
deed,  recourse  must  be  had  to  the  law  of  that  country, 
as  the  rule  of  interpretation. 
July  22, 1760,      Numerous  authorities  might  be  referred  to  in  support 

of  this  proposition;  but  the  Claimants  consider  it 
sufficient  to  call  the  attention  of  your  Lordships  to  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  M*Harg8  v.  BlaWy  which  affords 
a  striking  illustration  of  the  general  principle*     It  was 
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tliere  founds  that  a  testament  executed  in  Scotland  by 
a  person  who  afterwards  removed  to  Antigua,  and  died 
domiciled  there,  was  to  be  construed  according  to  the 
law  of  Scotland,  and  not  according  to  the  law  of  An* 
tigua;  although  the  property  of  the  deceased  was 
actually  situated  in  Antigua,  and,  being  moveable, 
must,  at  any  rate,  have  been  held  in  law  to  be  situated 
there,  since  that  was  the  place  where  the  proprietor 
was  domiciled  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

As  it  is  admitted,  therefore,  that  the  tnist-deed  was 

executed  by  the  late  General  Dundas  in  Scotland, 

where  he  was  then  domiciled,  it  follows,  that  the  con* 

:tttuction  of  that  deed  must  be  regulated  by  the  law  of 

Scotland. 

It  has  been  maintained,  however,  that  a  different 
rule  of  construction  ought  to  be  adopted  in  regard  to 
that  part  of  the  trust-deed  which  contains  a  disposition 
of  the  estate  of  Sansonseal,  on  the  ground  that  it  re- 
lates to  property  situated  in  £ngland.  Had  the  con** 
veyanee  of  that  estate  been  completed  according  to  the 
English  forms,  and  rendered  capable  of  taking  effect 
in  England,  the  claimants  are  willing  to  admit,*  that 
these  circumstances  might,  perhaps,  have  been  con* 
aidered  as  evidence  of  an  intention,  on  the  part  of  the 
Testat(Nr,  that  his  deed  of  settlement  should,  in  so  far> 
be  construed  according  to  the  rules  of  the  English, 
and  not  of  the  Scotch  law.  It  is  unnecessary,  how- 
ever, to  enter  into  any  discussion  with  regard  to  a  case 
which  is  merely  hypothetical ;  since  it  is  admitted,  on 
both  sides,  that  the  conveyance  of  the  estate  of  San- 
sonseal is  not  completed  according  to  the  English 
forms,  and  is  not  effectual  in  England.  The  question, 
therefore,  which  is  now  before  the  Court,  does  not 
relate  to  that  part  of  the  deed  considered  as  a  direct 
conveyance.     Your.  Lordships  are  merely  called  upon 
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1830.       to  decide  whether,  though  ineffectual  as  a  conveyance, 

^r^    '      it  does  not  indicate  an  intention  to  convey,  and  whether 

«•         the  existence  of  such  an  intention  must  be  determined 

on  the  principles  of  Scotch,  or  of  English  construction  ? 

Murray  V.  Jq  go  far,  the  present  case  is  exactly  similar  to  those 

tewJllSarch  4,  ot  Mumn/  V.  Murray's  Trustees,  and  Trotter  v.  Trotter, 

and^Dunlo^     ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^  recently  under  the  consideration  of  the 

vol.6,  p.6§o;  Court.     In  both  of  these  cases  the  question  occurred, 

tei^Dec5,  "  v^hether  an  English  Will,  containing  a  general  con- 

cf  ^'  ^Ti       veyance  of  the  testator's  whole  property,  but,  from  a 

defect  in  point  of  form,  ineffectual  as  to  real  property 
in  Scotland,  did  or  did  not  indicate  an  intention  to 
convey,  so  as  to  constitute  an  obligation  upon  the  heir 
taking  benefit  under  the  will  to  effectuate  that  inten- 
tion ?  It  was  pleaded  that,  in  so  far  as  it  related  to 
real  property  in  Scotland,  the  import  of  the  Will  ought 
to  be  determined  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  as  the  fe.r 
*  loci  rei  sita.  But  a  majority  of  your  Lordships  ex- 
pressed a  clear  opinion,  that  as  the  Will  was  an  English 
deed  it  ought  to  be  interpreted  according  to  the  rules 
of  English  law. 

II.  By  the  law  of  Scotland,  an  attempt  to  convey  a 
particular  subject^  though  executed  in  an  inhabtle 
manner,  is  held  to  indicate  an  intention  to  convey  on 
the  part  of  the  maker  of  the  deed.  Cunningham 
v.  Gainer,  Jan.  I7,  1758,  Mor.  617. 

It  frequently  happens,  that  tlie  deed  of  a  party, 
though  probative,  proves  ineffectual,  from  the  neglect 
of  certain  forms  required  by  law,  in  the  transmission 
of  the  particular  species  of  property  to  which  it  relates. 
In  all  such  cases,  however,  it  is  admitted  as  evidence 
of  the  maker's  intention  in  regard  to  that  subject. 
Jan.  17, 1758.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Cunningham  ^.  Gainer,  the 
Mor.  617.  bequest  of  an  heritable  subject,  contained  a  deed  re- 
gularly tested,  thought  ineffectual  as  n  direct  convey- 
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aace»  in  consequence  of  the  want  of  dispositive  words,       1 8^0. 
wmfi  neverthelessy  found  to  constitute  sufficient  evi*     dundas 
deuce  of  the  testator's  intention,  that  the  legatee  should 
have  the  subject 

A  similar  decision  was  pronounced  in  the  case  of 
Ker  V.  ffauchopCj  November  23,  1815,  where  a  dis- 
position of  heritable  property,  though  jeduced  by  the 
heir  on  the  head  of  death-bed,  was,  nevertheless,  re- 
ceived as  a  proof  of  the  granter's  intention,  so  as  to 
exclude  the  heir  from  claiming  benefit  under  the  other 
parts  of  the  same  deed. 

The  Claimants  submit,  that  the  principle  of  these 
decisions  clearly  applies  to  the  present  case.  The  trust- 
deed  executed  by  General  Dundas  is  a  probative  in- 
strument according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  and  the 
express  disposition  of  the  estate  of  Sansonseal,  contained 
therein,  although  defective  in  certain  solemnities  ten 
quired  by  the  law  of  England,  in  order  to  render  it 
effectual,  must,  nevertheless,  be  held  to  indicate  an 
intention  on  the  part  of  General  Dundas  to  convey  that 
estate  to  his  trustees. 

It  is  maintained,  however,  on  the  part  of  the  opposite 
Claimant,  Wedderburn  Dundas,  that,  as  the  convey- 
ance of  the  estate  of  Sansonseal  is  improbative  by  the 
law  of  England,  the  trust-deed  cannot  be  held  to  con* 
tain  any  expression  of  the  testator's  will  or  intention 
with  regard  to  that  estate. 

Were  the  present  question  to  be  determined  by  the 
law  of  England  this  position  would  be  correct.  It  has, 
however,  been  already  shown,  that  the  point  at  issue 
regards  a  matter  of  Scotch,  and  not  of  English  law* 
There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  effect  of  the  trust-deed, 
when  considered  as  a  direct  conveyance  of  the  English 
estate.  The  question  between  the  parties  relates  en- 
tirely to  the  Scotch  property ;  whether  the  right  to  a 
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1 830.  portion  of  it,  conferred  upon  Wedderburn  Dundas  by 
^^"^  the  trust-deed,  is  or  is  not  qualified  by  a  certain  con- 
#.  dition?  In  order  to  ascertain  the  existence  of  that 
condition,  the  Claimants  propose  that  the  part  of  the 
deed  which  relates  to  the  English  property  should  be 
read;  and  it  is  surely  no  ground  for  opposing  this 
demand,  that  in  the  English  Courts  the  instrument 
would  be  held  improbative.  As  the  conveyance  of  the 
English  property  is  only  founded  on  in  reference  to 
the  Scotch  succession,  it  is  obvious  that,  in  determining 
whether  it  is  admissible  as  an  article  of  evidence,  your 
Lordships  must  be  guided  solely  by  the  rules  of  Scotch 
law. 

It  will  not  be  difficult  to  show  that  the  authorities 
which  have  been  referred  to  by  the  opposite  Claimant, 
in  support  of  the  contrary  position,  are  altogether  In- 
applicable. The  import  of  the  case  of  Trotter  v*  Trot' 
ter  seems  to  have  been  completely  misunderstood.  It 
is  asked,  with  an  air  of  triumph.  Whether  on  the  prin- 
ciples of  that  case  your  Lordships  are  '*  not  bound  to 
**  go  to  the  Courts  of  that  country  where  the  objection 
^*  arises,  and  ascertain,  not  only  whether  it  be  a  con- 
^'  veyance,  but  whether  it  affords  evidence  of  an  intcn- 
"  tion  to  convey  ?"  In  the  case  of  Trotter^  howerer, 
your  Lordships  were  clearly  of  opinion  that,  although 
the  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  conveyance  of  the 
heritable  property  in  Scotland  originated  solely  in  the 
Scotch  law,  yet,  in  so  far  as  the  English  succession  was 
concerned,  the  question,  whether  there  was  or  was  not 
an  intention  to  convey,  fell  to  be  determined  by  the  law 
of  England. 

The  cases  of  Dundas  v.  DundaSy  and  Henderson  v. 
Melvillf  relate  entirely  to  the  direct  effect  of  informal 
deeds  relating  to  heritable  property.  It  was  found  by 
the  House  of  Lords^  reversing  the  judgments  of  the 
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Court  of  Session,  that  a  deed^  revoking  a  disposition  of       isdo. 
heritage,  must  be  executed  with  the  same  solemnities     ^JJ^^ 
as  the  original  disposition.     But  no  question  occurred     ^  v. 
in  either  of  these  cases,  whether  such  a  deed,  having 
been  executed  in  conformity  with  the  le.v  locij  might 
not  be  admitted  as  evidence  of  the  maker's  intention^ 
so  as  to  qualify  the  right  of  the  disponee  laying  claim 
to  another  part  of  the  succession. 

As  to  the  case  of  the  Earl  of  Dalkeith  v.  Book^  it 
might  be  sufficient  to  remark,  that  the  decision  is  dis- 
approved of  by  Lord  Kames,  in  his  Principles  of  Equity, 
and  is  contrary  both  to  a  previous  decision  in  the  case 
of  Lady  SempiU  v.  Cunningham^  and  to  a  later  decision 
in  the  case  of  Govan  v.  Boi/dy  where  an  obligation  to 
convey  an  heritable  property  in  Scotland,  executed  in 
America,  according  to  the  American  forms,  was  sus- 
tained as  effectual.  Admitting,  however,  that  the  case 
was  well  decided,  and  that  an  ineffectual  conveyance 
does  not  operate  as  an  obligation  to  convey,  still  this 
would  not  affect  the  present  question,  for  the  Claimants 
do  not  maintain  that  the  trust-deed  imports  a  direct 
obligation  upon  the  heir  to  convey  the  estate  of  San- 
sonseal,  but  merely  that  it  indicates  an  intention  to 
convey  on  the  part  of  the  late  General  Dundas. 

The  case  of  Crawfurd  against  Coutls^  has  also  been 
referred  to  by  the  opposite  party,  and  a  long  extract  is 
given  from  the  speech  of  the  late  Lord  Chancellor, 
which  seems  to  be  considered  as  decisive  of  the  pre- 
sent  question.  The  Claimants,  however,  must  submit, 
that  no  opinion  is  there  pronounced  with  regard  to  the 
law  of  Scotland.  His  Lordship  indeed  states,  that, 
"  if  the  English  doctrines  are  to  rule,  this  is  nothing 
"  like  a  case  of  election."  And  he  afterwards  proceeds 
to  say,  that  "  if  a  testator  in  this  country,  i.  e.  in  Eng* 
**  land»  was  required  to  make  his  will  of  land  sixty  days 
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"  before  death,  it  would  be  quite  competent  for  the 
^'  heir  to  say,  this  is  a  death- bed  deed  ;  I  take  the 
*^  benefit  of  the  law,  and  I  take  the  land  under  the  bene- 
^'  fit  of  the  law :  And  he  might  also  take  personal 
"  benefits  under  the  will."  It  surely,  however,  will  not 
be  maintained,  that  because  such  is  the  law  of  England 
tbe  law  of  Scotland  must  necessarily  be  the  same.  In 
this  particular  point,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  dif- 
ference exists  between  the  laws  of  the  two  countries. 
It  was  solemnly  decided  by  the  Court  of  Session,  in 
tiie  case  of  Ctmningham  against  Gainer^  and  by  the 
House  of  Lords,  in  the  case  of  Ker  against  Wauchope^ 
that  a  deed,  though  executed  on  death-bed,  afforded 
good  evidence  of  the  testator's  intention,  and  that  the 
heir  w^is  not  entitled  to  approbate  and  reprobate.  The 
distinction  between  the  law  of  Scotland  and  the  law  of 
England  is,  indeed,  admitted  by  Lord  Eldon  in  the 
passage  immediately  following  that  which  has  been 
quoted.  His  Lordship  observes,  "  There  may,  how- 
'*  ever,  be  a  considerable  difference  attending  to  the 
*^  distinction  of  character  between  an  heir  in  England 
*'  and  Scotland ;  and  it  is  impossible  not  to  see  that 
"  some  cases  have  been  decided  in  Scotland,  which 
"  very  nearly  support  the  doctrine  of  approbate  and 
**  reprobate,  as  applied  in  this  case*" 


While  the  authorities,  which  are  founded  upon  by 
the  opposite  party,  thus  fail  in  establishing  the  propo- 
sition for  which  he  contends,  viz.  that  the  conveyance 
of  the  estate  of  Sansonseal  is  not  admissible  as  evi«> 
dence  of  General  Dundas's  intention  to  make  such  a 
conveyance,  various  cases  may  be  referred  to,  on  the 
part  of  the  present  Claimants,  where  deeds  regarding 
real  property,  though  improbative  by  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  property  was  situated,  ,and,  therefore. 
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ineffectual,  have,  nevertheless,  been  sustained  as  evi-       isso. 
dence  of  the  maker's  intention. 

In  the  English  case  of  Brodie  against  Barry ^  a  con- 
veyance of  Scotch  heritage,  not  conformable  to  the 
solemnities  required  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  was  held 
by  Sir  William  Grant  to  be  admissible  as  evidence  of 
the  maker's  intention,  and  sufficient  to  put  the  heir  to 
his  election. 

A  judgment,  proceeding  on  the  same  principle,  was 
pronounced  by  this  Court,  in  the  case  of  Gibson  against 
Ckarihue.  It  appears  from  the  session  papers,  that 
the  deed  under  which  the  question  arose,  besides  be- 
ing inoperative,  as  the  bequest  of  real  property  in 
Scotland  not  vested  in  the  testator,  was  also  improba- 
tive,  having  been  drawn  up  in  the  English  form,  and 
not  tested  in  terms  of  the  statute  1681.  Being  proba- 
tive, ho^vever,  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  was 
executed,  it  was  sustained  as  evidence  of  the  testator's 
intention  in  regard  to  the  Scotch  heritage,  so  as  to 
raise  a  case  of  approbate  and  reprobate  under  the 
foreign  will. 

In  the  case  of  Martin  against  Martin^  Stone  and 
Foot,  an  English  deed,  containing  a  general  devise  of 
the  whole  real  and  personal  estate :  belonging  to  the 
testator,  though  not  executed  according  to  the  forms 
of  Scotch  law,  was  held  to  indicate  an  intention  to 
convey  certain  Scotch  adjudications,  so  as.  to  prevent 
the  heir-at-law  from  taking  them  up,'  without  forfeit* 
ing  the  special  provisions  in  his  favour  coiitained  in 
the  same  deed. 

In  the  case  also  of  Loudon  v.  Loudon,  it  appears 
from  the  notice  contained  in  filigh's  report  of  the  case 
of  Ker  V.  Wauchope,  that  a  deed  executed  in  the  West 
Indies,  in  the  English  form,  was  received  as  evidence 
of  the  testator's  intention  in  regard  to  a  Scotch  heri- 
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1830.      table  bond,  and  was  held  to  raise  a  question  of  appro- 
^T"^*    '      bate  and  reprobate. 

DUNDAS  ^ 

V.  The  competency  of  founding  on  a  deed,  improbative 

\yy  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  property  to  which 
it  relates  is  situated,  as  evidence  of  the  maker's  inten- 
tion, was  fully  discussed  in  the  case  Jankouska  or 
Grieve  v.  Anderson^  of  which  there  are  two  reports, 
one  in  the  Faculty  Collection,  and  the  other  in  Mor- 
rison's Synopsis.  The  circumstances  may  be  shortly 
stated : — Dr.  Grieve,  by  a  will  executed  in  England 
in  the  English  form,  settled  certain  provisions  upon 
his  wife,  Elizabeth  Jankouska;  he  also  devised  his 
lands  of  Minidow  in  Scotland  to  trustees,  with  power 
to  sell  and  invest  the  price  in  securities  for  her  life- 
rent use.  ^s  the  devise  of  the  Scotch  heritage  was 
ineffectual,  being  in  the  form  of  a  bequest,  and  also 
improbative  according  to  the  rules  of  Scotch  law,  the 
widow  restricted  her  claim  to  a  risfht  of  terce.  But 
this  was  disputed  by  her  husband's  heirs,  on  the 
ground  that  she  was  barred,  under  the  Act  1681, 
c.  10,  by  accepting  the  special  provisions  contained 
in  the  English  deed.  On  the  part  of  the  widow  it  was 
pleaded,  ^^  This  case  comes  under  the  exception  of 
'^  the  statute  of  its  being  expressly  provided  in  the 
'^  deed  of  settlement,  that  the  widow  shall  have  right 
**  to  both ;  for  here  it  is  expressly  declared  that,  be- 
*^  sides  the  provisions  from  the  English  and  foreign 
*'  estate,  the  widow  is  to  have  right,  not  to  the  terce 
"  alone,  but  to  the  total  life-rent  of  the  lands  in  Scot- 
"  land.  Answered — ^The  settlement  of  the  Scotch 
*'  estate  is  fundituS  null  and  void,  and  is  to  be  entirely 
"  set  out  of  the  question.  No  argument,  therefore, 
**  can  be  drawn  from  the  intention  therein  expressed ; 
"  and  whatever  may  have  been  the  testator's  intention 
^'  with  respect  to  it,  he  did  not  carry  that  intention 
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**  into  effect,  habili  modo;  quod  potuit  nan  fecit :  he,       i83o. 

."  therefore,  died  intestatus  with  respect  to  his  Scotch      p^^ 

"  estate.     And  .  although  the  widow  would   thereon      ^  <»• 

'^  have  had  a  terce,  had  there  been  no  conventional 

'*  provisions,  she  having  accepted  such  provisions,  is 

''  excluded  by  the  statute,  which  makes  no  distinction 

'^  whether  these  provisions  are  from  Scottish  or  foreign 

"  property.    The  Lords  found  that  the  lady  was  en^ 

"  titled  to  a  terce."    It  requires  no  comment  to  point 

out  the  application  of  this  decision  to  the   present 

question.     It  must  be  obvious  that  the  argument  for 

Dr.  Grieve's  heir,  which  proved  unsuccessful,  was  ex<^ 

actly  similar  to  that  which  is  now  maintained  on  the 

part  of  Wedderbum  Dundas, 

III.  The  succession  to  heritable  property  is  deter* 
mined  by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  the  heritage 
is  situated ;  and  the  succession  to  moveable  property 
by  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  deceased  was  do- 
miciled. 

This  is  a  general  proposition  which  cannot  be  dis- 
puted ;  and,  as  it  is  admitted  that  the  trust-funds  con^ 
fiist  either  of.  the  moveable  estate  which  belonged  to 
the  late  General  Dundas,  who  was  domiciled  in  Scot- 
land at  the  time  of  his  death,  or  of  the  produce  of  the 
sale  of  his  Scotch  hjsritage,  all  claims  made  upon  them 
must  be  considered  as  claims  to  a  Scotch  succession. 

IV.  The  nature  and  extent  of  the  obligations  affect- 
ing the  succession  to  property,  whether  devolving  on 
the  heir  ab  intestato^  or  by  the  provision  of  the  de- 
ceased, must,  even  in  regard  to  property  situated  else- 
where, be  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  country  where 
the  succession  is  taken  up,  and  the  consequent  obliga- 
tions are  incurred.     Kinloch  v.  FuUarton,  July  12, 

-1739,  Mor.  4456;  Drummand,  June  7,  1798,  Mor. 
AA7S;  Balfour  y.  Scott^  House  of  Lords,  March  11, 
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i»so.       1793,  Mor.  2879;  Robertton  ▼.  M'Vean,  Febroaiy 
Duiiius      18,  I8I7 ;  Robertson  v.  Robertson^  February  I6,  I8I6 ; 

DuU'i  AS.     '^^^*^^^  V-  Trotter,  December  5,  1826. 

The  obligations  consequent  on  the  succession  to 
property  vary  in  different  countries;  but  the  Courts 
of  each  country  are  entitled  to  enforce  these  obliga- 
tions, according  to  the  rules  of  their  own  law,  against 
all  who  claim  as  heirs  under  that  law. 

Mor.  445^  Thus  in  the  case  of  Kinloch  v.  FuUarton^  July  12, 

1789f  it  was  found,  that  a  party  who  had  succeeded 
to  heritable  property  in  Scotland  was  bound  to  dis- 
charge certain  debts  due  by  his  ancestor,  although  it 
was  admitted  that  these  debts  had  been  contracted  in 
England,  where  the  ancestor  was  domiciled  at  the  time 
of  his  death  ;  and  it  was  offered  to  be  proved,  on  the 
part  of  the  defender,  that  according  to  the  law  of 
England  such  debts  would  not  affect  the  heir. 

The  same  principle  appears  to  have  regulated  the 

Mor.  4478-      decision  in  the  case  of  Drummond,  June  7,  1798.     By 

the  law  of  Scotland  an  heritable  debt  is  considered  as 
a  burden  affecting  the  land,  to  which  the  party  sue* 
cee^ling  to  the  land  is  ultimately  liable.  Mr.  Drum- 
mond  having  succeeded  to  a  landed  estate  in  Seotiaad, 
over  which  an  heritable  security  had  been  granted  by 
his  predecessor,  after  discharging  the  debt,  claimed 
relief  against  the  English  executors,  upon  the  ground 
that,  by  the  law  of  England,  the  funds  in  their  hands 
would  be  ultimately  liable.  The  Court,  however,  re- 
fused to  sustain  his  claim,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
succession  to  the  heritable  property,  and  all  the  obli- 
gations attendant  on  it,  must  be  regulated  by  the  law 
of  Scotland. 

The  obligations  affecting  the  succession  to  property 
in  one  country  may  extend  indirectly  to  property  situ- 
ated within  another  jurisdiction^  that  is  to  say,  the 
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Courts  of  one  country  are  entitled  to  exclude  the  heir       i  sue. 
from  deriving  any  benefit  from  that  character,  until      dumoaI 
he  perform  some  act  with  regard  to  property  situated  ^- 

dseiwhere.  This  does  not  constitute  any  interference 
vitb  tlie  rights  of  the  heir  under  the  law  of  the  foreign 
country.  These  are  not  affected  as  long  as  he  restricts 
himself  to  them.  But  when  he  claims  new  rights^ 
under  the  law  of  a  diflferent  country,  either  as  heir-at^ 
law,  or  in  virtue  of  an  express  deed,  he  is  bound  to 
comply  with  all  the  conditions  which  that  law  imposes, 
even  to  the  extent  of  renouncing  rights  vested  in  bioi 
independently  of  that  law.     . 

Thus,  in  the  case  of  Bass  v.  AgHanby,  referred  to  by  J»n-  ^'  »797» 

the  opposite  claimant,  the  Court  of  Session  held,  that  App.  Foreign, 

a  widow,  claiming  right  to  a  terce  of  Scotch  property;  ^^'  ^' 

was  bound,  under  the  Act  1681,  c.  10,  to  renounce 

certain  provisions  settled  upon  her  out  of  an  English 

estate.     It  is  true  that  this  judgment  was  reversed  by 

the  House  of  Lords :  but  there  is  no  reason  to  presuQcie 

that  the  reversal  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  the 

Scotch.  Court  had  exceeded  its  jurisdiction  in  demand*- 

ing  such  a  renunciation.     All  that  Mrs.  Aglianby 

maintained  was,  that  the  English  provisions  in  her 

favour  were  not  struck  at  by  the  statute  1681.     In  ber 

appeal  case  her  plea  is  thus  stated,  '^  The  Appellant 

<<  does  not  mean  to  say  that  the  Legislature  of  Scotland 

^'  had  not  power  to  enact  that  a  provision  out  of  lands  in 

*^  England  should  bar  the  terce  in  Scotland;  but  what 

«  she  means  to  say  is,  that  no  such  enactment  was 

*'  made,  or  intended  to  be  made,  or  could  reasonably 

^'  be  intended*"    It  was  not  disputed,  that,  when  she 

claimed  the  terce  of  the  Scotch  property,  she  subjected 

herself  to  the  Scotch  law,  even  in  regard  to  her  English 

rights ;  the  only  question  was  as  to  the  extent  of  the 

obligation  which  that  law  imposed. 
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It  will  be  foundy  accordingly,  that  in  the  subsequeat 
Feb.  18, 1817.  case  oi  Robertson  v.  M'Vean,  their  Lordships  of  the 

First  Division,  notwithstanding  the  decision  of  the  House 
of  Lords  in  the  case  of  Ross  y.  Aglianbjfj  had  no  hesi- 
tation in  finding,  that  an  heir  was  not  aititled  to  claim 
any  share  of  Scotch  moveables,  until  he  collated  his 
right  to  the  whole  heritage  to  which  he  had  succeeded, 
although  a  part  of  that  heritage  consisted  of  an  estate 
IB  Jamaica.  It  was  observed  on  the  bench,  *^  The 
^'  petitioner  has  no  more  right  to  retain  the  Jamaica 
f '  estate,  and  at  the  same  time  interfere  with  the  exe- 
'*  entry,  than  a  bankrupt,  who  claimed  the  benefit  of 
<'  the  Scotch  bankrupt  law,  could  insist  upon  reserving 
*'  free  from  his  creditors  heritable  property  which  he 
'  '^  happened  to  possess  abroad." 
March  11,  The  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of 

Mon  3397.     Balfimr  t.  Scatt  is  by  no  means  inconsistent  with  the 

decision  which  has  just  been  quoted ;  for,  although  it 
was  there  found  that  the  Scotch  heir  was  not  bound  to 
collate,  this  was  only  on  the  principle,  that  the  ancestor 
having  been  domiciled  in  England,  his  succession  £bU 
to  be  regulated  by  the  law  of  that  country,  which  does 
not  require  collation. 

A  party  whose  claim  to  a  succession  is  founded  on 
a  deed  of  settlement  executed  by  the  deceased,  subjects 
himself,  equally  with  the  heir  ab  intestato^  to  all  obli- 
gations which,  by  the  law  of  the  country  regulating 
the  succession,  are  held  to  affect  him.  It  is  true  that, 
by  the  law  of  Scotland,  he  is  not  bound  to  collate. 
This  never  was  maintained  on  the  part  of  claimants, 
and  all  the  argument  upon  that  point,  contained  in  the 
case  for  the  opposite  party,  appears  unnecessary.  But, 
on  the  same  principle  on  which  the  heir  who  claims 
n  portion  of  the  executry  is  bound  to  coUate  all  the 
heritage  to  which  he  may  have  succeeded^  eveu  when 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  RRROR.  371 

aitaated  in  a  foreign  country,  the  heir  of  provision  is        isso. 
also  bound  to  fulfil  all  the  conditions  imposed  upon      d^^ 
him  by  the  deed  under  which  he  claims,   although         v. 
these  may  relate  to  foreign  property,   which  is  not 
directly  controlled  by  the  deed. 

In  the  case  of  Robertson  v.  Robertson^  the  Court  ^^b.  16, 1816. 
held  that  the  extent  of  the  obligation  to  which  a  party 
was  subjected  by  claiming  under  an  Indian  Will, 
must,  even  in  reference  to  an  heritable  property  situ- 
ated in  Scotland,  to  which  he  had  succeeded  as  heir- 
at-law,  be  determined  by  the  law  of  £ngland,  as  the 
law  of  die  place  where  the  deceased  was  domiciled, 
and  which  consequently  regulated  the  succession. 

A  decision  to  the  same  effect  has  still  more  recently 
been  pronounced  in  the  case  of  Trotter  v«  Trotter^ 
Dec.  5,  18S6,  to  the  circumstances  of  which  it  is  un- 
necessary  to  refer,  as  they  must  be  still  fresh  in  the 
recollection  of  your  Lordships. 

The  application  of  the  principles  of  these  decisions 
to  the  present  case  is  obvious.  As  the  obligation  of 
the  heir-at-law,  claiming  under  the  English  Will,  was, 
even  in  reference  to  the  Scotch  heritage,  held  to  be 
regulated  by  the  law  of  England,  so  the  obligation  of 
Wedderbum  Dundas,  claiming  under  the  Scotdi  will, 
must,  even  in  reference  to  the  English  property,  be 
regulated  by  the  law  of  Scotland. 

v.  By  the  law  of  Scotland,  a  person  who  reftised 
to  give  effect  to  the  intention  of  a  testator,  as  expressed 
in  a  particular  deed,  is  not  allowed  to  take  benefit 
under  the  same  deed.  The  benefit  which  would  have 
accrued  to  him  under  the  deed  is  held  to  be  forfeited, 
and  is  applied  to  compensate  the  loss  sustained  by  his 
refusal.  Erskine,  B.  HI.  t.  9,  s.  10.  Cunmngham  v. 
-GidncTf  Jan.  I7, 1758.  Mor.  617.    Ker  v.  JVmtchope^ 
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1830.       May  8,  1819.      House  of  Lords,  Bligh's  Reports, 

DuNDAs     ^^^  li  P*  !• 

_  •  If  the  obli&:atioii  of  the  heir,  claiming:  a  portion  of 

the  Scotch  succession  under  the  trust-deed,  is  to  be 
regulated  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  there  can  be  no 
doubt,  that  by  that  law  he  is  bound  to  fulfil  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator,  as  expressed  in  the  trust-^deed,  with 
respect  to  the  English  estate  of  Sansonseal.  If  he 
refuse  to  convey  that  estate,  he  must  be  held  to  have 
forfeited  his  right  to  a  share  of  the  trust-funds ;  and, 
on  principles  of  obvious  equity,  the  portion  which 
would  have  belonged  to  him,  will  fall  to  be  divided 
among  the  present  claimants. 

At  one  time,  there  appears  to  have  been  a  notion  that, 

when  a  party,  by  refusingto  give  effect  to  the  intention  of 

the  testator,  forfeited  any  special  provision  in  his  favour, 

JSru,  \5ri.   ^^^  portion,  so  left  vacant,  fell  to  the  nearest  of  kin. 

But  this  is  now  exploded.  In  the  case  of  Ker  v 
Wauchope^  the  ladies  Mary  and  Essex  Ker  having  set 
aside,  on  the  head  of  deadi-bed,  a  disposition  of  both 
heritable  and  moveable  property,  executed  by  their 
brother,  the  Duke  of  Roxburgh,  in  which  the  life-rent 
of  the  whole  was  conferred  upon  thejm,  it  was  specially 
found,  by  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords,  that 
they  were  thereby  precluded  from  any  "  claim  to  a  life- 
"  interest  in  the  personality,  either  as  next  of  kin,  or 
^*  in  any  other  way."  In  the  course  of  his  speech, 
before  delivering  this  judgment.  Lord  Chancellor 
Eldon  explained  the  manner  in  which  the  vacant  por-- 
tion  should  be  disposed  of:  '^  As  the  Appellants  have 
"  in  fact,  to  a  certain  extent,  annulled  the  deed  by 
'^judicial  process,  their  election  is  thereby  made  to 
y  take  nothing  under  the  repudiated  instrument.  A 
^*  question  then  arises,  what  is  to  become  of  the  life^ 
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^*  iDterest  which  the  Appellants  cannot  take  either  as       i83i. 

"  legatees,  or  as  next  of  kin  ?  In  our  Courts  we  have      nj^^ 

*'  engrafted  upon  this  primary  doctrine  of  election  the      _  v- 

*'  equity,  as  it  may  be  termed,  of  compensation.    Sup- 

^'  pose  that  a  testator  gives  his  estate  to  A.y  and  directs 

^^  that  the  estate  of  ^.,  or  any  part  of  it,  should  be  given 

"  to  B.     If  the  devisee  will  not  comply  with  the  pro- 

"  vision  of  the  will,  the  Courts  of  Equity  hold  that 

*^  another  condition  is  to  be  implied,  as  arising  out 

^'  of  the  will  and  the  conduct  of  the  devisee,  that,  in* 

*^  asmuch  as  the  testator  meant  his  heir-at-law  should 

**  not  take  his  estate,  which  he  gives  to  -4.,  in  consi- 

^^  deration  of  his  giving  his  estate  to  J5. ;  if  A.  refuses 

'^  to  comply  with  the  will,  B,  shall  be  compensated  by 

**  taking  the  property,  or  the  value  of  the  property, 

<^  which  the  testator  meant  for  him  out  of  the  estate 

^'  devised,  though  he  cannot  have  it  out  of  the  estate 

'*  intended  for  him.     Under  these  circumstances,  it 

"  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is  any  ground  for 

*'  advising  your  Lordships  to  afiect  this  interlocutor,  as 

**  far  as  regards  the  question  of  approbation  and  repro- 

"  bation  of  the  deed,  or  as  far  as  in  construction  it  ne* 

*^  gatives  the  title  of  the  Appellants  as  next  of  kin." 

In  conformity  with  the  principle  which  is  here  laid 
down  by  the  highest  authority,  there  appears  to  be  no 
doubt  that  the  claimants  are  entitled  to  the  share  of  the 
fund  in  medio  which  would  have  belonged  to  their 
eldest  brother,  Wedderburn  Dundas,  had  he  complied 
with  the  intention  of  the  testator,  as  expressed  in 
the  trust-deed,  in  order  to  compensate  the  loss  which 
they  have  sustained  by  his  refusal  to  make  over  the 
estate  of  Sansonseal  to  the  trustees*  {Speddon  v.  Good- 
rich, 8Ves.  481.) 

The  cause  was  heard  on  the  l6th  December  1830, 
when  the  following  judgment  was  given  : — 
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16  Dec.  1830.  Lord  Ckoncdhr  ;—i  sball  state  what  occars  ta 
Judgmeut.  ^^  ^^  present  on  this  case.  I  entertain  a  strong  opi- 
nion upon  it ;  but  as  there  is  some  appearance  of  a 
clashing  between  my  opinion  and  the  expressions  of 
the  noble  smd  learned  Lords  who  decided  the  cases  of 
Wauchope  and  Ker^  and  Trotter  and  Trotter^  I  should 
propose  that  the  final  judgment  be  postponed  until 
I  have  an  opportunity  of  looking  over  the  cases,  and, 
in  case  I  should  have  any  doubt,  of  talking  to  the  noble 
and  learned  Lords  to  whom  I  have  alluded. 

The  principles  of  the  English  law  on  questions  of 
this  kind  have  been  settled  in  the  clearest  and  most 
satisfactory  manner.    The  principle  was  not  only  stated 
in  Brodie  and  Barryy  (2  Ves.  &  Bea.  127),  but  had 
been  laid  down  long  before  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  io 
Herle  and   Greenbank^   (3  Atk.  69^;  1  Ves.  ^98), 
although  since  that  time  Lord  Kenyon  and  Lord  EJdon, 
and  Sir  William  Grant,  appeared  to  think  that  the  dis- 
tinction was  not  so  clearly  founded  on  sense  and  equity 
Carey  t.  A^    as  might  be  desirable.     A  note  of  the  case  of  Carey 
c!  c.  58  r      ^°^  AskeWy  decided  by  Lord  Kenyon^  was  furnished 
I  Cox  ^^V     ^y  ^*^  ^'  Romilly,  which  has  been  published  by  Mn 

Cox,  the  Master  in  Chancery,  in  vol.  1  of  his  Repotnts ; 
and  there  the  distinction  was  taken  by  Lord  Kenyon, 
that  when  a  will  was  ill  executed  for  its  purpose  of 
disinheriting  the  heir,  or  putting  him  to  his  electi<m,  it 
was  a  question  whether  the  devise  might  not  be  looked 
at  as  a  condition  annexed  to  the  bequest  of  the  per* 
sonalty  to  the  heir ;  whether  there  was  not  this  excep* 
tion  to  the  rule,  that  the  devise  might  be  let  in  as  a 
condition  annexed  for  forfeiting  the  legacy,  so  that  you 
might  say  that  this  formed  a  case  of  election.  This 
was  what  they  held  as  binding  on  them,  as  the  distinc* 
tion  had  been  settled.  Lord  Kenyon  said  that  it  might 
have  been  better  if  so  thin  and  shadowy  a  distinction 
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Bad  not  prevailed ;  bat  finding  it  established ,  they  said       is 30. 
that  they  had  only  to  administer  the  law  as  they 
found  it. 

Now  in  this  case  there  is  no  express  condition ;  and 
it  more  resembles  the  case  of  Cunningkam  and  Gainer^ 
the  only  description  of  case  considered  by  the  Scotch 
Court. 

If  this  decision  should  stand,  it  Will  not  decide  that 
the  Scotch  Court  had  any  power  to  set  aside  the 
statute  of  frauds  as  to  the  conveyance  to  an  English 
estate,  any  more  than  Lord  Kenyon's  judgment  in 
Carey  and  Askew.  A  will  not  duly  executed  according 
to  the  statute  of  frauds  cannot  be  read  against  the 
heir  in  an  ejectment,  although  that  which  will  sub* 
stantially  have  the  same  effect  may  be  done  in  equity. 
The  Court  of  Equity  says,  "  We  do  not  pretend  to 
any  power  to  dispense  with  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  of  frauds  in  the  conveyance  of  real  property, 
but  are  dealing  with  personal  property;  and  on 
looking  at  the  will  to  ascertain  how  the  personal  pro* 
petty  is  disposed  of,  we  find  there  that  a  legacy 
'*  is  given  to  you  on  a  certain  condition,  and  we  say 
^*  that  you  shall  not  have,  that  legacy  unless  you  per- 
"  form  the  condition/'  That  is  what  the  Court  of 
Chancery  has  done,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
Court  of  Session  in  this  instance  has  done  no  more. 
"  You  come  to  us,"  they  say,  "  not  as  heir  to  real  pro- 
••  perty  over  which  we  have  no  power,  but  as  a  legatee 
•'  of  personal  property  over  which  we  have  power,  and 
''  as  you  claim  the  legacy  under  the  will,  we  say  that 
you  shall  take  according  to  the  whole  of  the  will 
as  it  stands,  or  you  must  reject  it  altogether.'* 
I  do  not  put  this  as  the  same  case  as  that  of  Carey 
and  AskeWj  because  there  the  condition  was  express, 
and  here  it  is  only  implied ;  and  then  the  question 
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1 830.       comes  to  be.  What  is  the  law  of  Scotland  with  reference 
^["^^      to  the  conditions ;  and  they  say,  "  We  take  the  whole 
«.  "  of  the  instrument  together,  and  find  that  it  is  a 

"  Scotch  deed,  and  we  construe  it  according  to  the 
*^  principles  of  the  Scotch  law,  and  not  according  to 
^<  those  of  the  English  law»  and  we  collect  from  the 
''  whole,  that  the  intention  of  the  maker  of  the  deed 
"  was,  that  the  whole  of  his  property  should  be  turned 
**  into  personalty,  and  equally  divided.  Yoa  may 
^'  reject  this,  and  refuse  to  bring  in  the  English  real 
"  property,  over  which  we  have  no  power ;  but  we 
"  have  power  over  the  personal  property,  and  unless 
*^  you  comply  with  the  intent  of  the  maker  of  the  in- 
^^  strument,  as  expressed  in  it,  you  shall  take  nothing 
'^  as  legatee/'  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the 
Scotch  Court  has  not  the  power  to  say  so,  and  that 
too  whether  the  condition  be  express  or  implied. 
I  should  be  disposed  therefore  to  affirm  the  judgment ; 
but  wishing  to  examine  the  cases  more  closely,  andf, 
if  I  should  have  any  doubt,  being  desirous  to  consult 
the  noble  and  learned  Lords  as  to  the  apparent  disk 
crepancy  to  which  I  have  alluded,  I  propose  to  postpo|9ie 
the  judgment  for  the  present. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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APPEAL 

FROM   THE   COURT   OF    EXCHEQUER.  X««t«6FA. 

1880. 

Deare         .        -        -        -        -    AppdUint.  issi. 

Attorney-General     -        -        -    Respondent.    AimyAgenc 

Liabilitjr  to 

iofimntftioa,  under  45  Geo^  3,  c.  58,  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown,  ■^^nSl*** 
againrt  an  Army  Agent,  for  a  discovery  and  production  of 
ilociuaents  with,  a  view  to  an  acconnt.  Plea,  ist^That  the 
accounts  had  been  settled  and  closed  at  the  War-Office  by 
the  issuing  of  the  clearing  warrants,  and  setting  out  the 
warrants,  and  referring  to  them;  2d.  That  the  monies 
imprested  in  the  agent's  hands  for  the  pay  or  arrears  of 
pay  of  officers,  were  held  by  him  as  the  banker  or  private 
agent  of  the  officers  by  whom  he  was  appointed;  and  that 
for  such  monies  he  was  not  accountable  to  the  Crown.  The 
plita.  onlpred  by  the  Court  below  to  stand  for  an  answer, 
with  liberty  to  Attorney^General  to  except. 

Held  by  the  House  of  Lords,  that  both  parts  of  the  plea  were 
bad,  for  that  the  clearing  warrants  did  not  purport  on  the 
fitce  of  them  to  be  a  final  settlement  of  accounts,  and  that 
an  army  agent  was  a  public  officer,  and  was  accountable  to 
the  Crown  for  monies  received  by  him  for  the  pay  and 
anrears  of  pay  of  officers :  that  the  plea  might  have  been 
Ofver-ruled,  but  its  being  ordered  to  stand  for  answer  was 
<Hily  the  more  favourable  to  the  agent :  And  Orders  of  the 
Conrt  below  affirmed. 

iHIS  was  an  information  exhibited,  17tli  Septem-  45000.3, 
ber  1824,  by  His  Majesty's  Attomey-General,  against  ^•^"♦••^S. 
the  Appellant  Charles  Deare,  as  surviving  partner  and 
personal  representative  of  his  father^  Philip  Deare, 
who,  with  the  Appellant,  had^  in  the  years  1794-5-6-7> 
acted  as  army  agents  for  several  regiments,  and  among 
others  for  the  Lanark  and  Dumbarton  Fencible  Cavalry. 

VOL.  II.  c  c 
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1830. 
* — V — ' 
Dears 

V. 

Attorney 
General. 


First  Plea, 

Account 

stated. 


The  object  of  the  information  was,  to  obtain  a  discovery 
and  the  production  and  inspection  of  the  books  and 
other  documents  of  the  agents,  in  order  to  enable  the 
Secretary  at  War  to  make  up  his  accounts,  and  to  take 
the  proper  steps  to  recover  the  balances  due  to  the 
Crown. 

On  the  12th  April  1825,  the  Appellant  put  in  his 
answer,  avoiding  the  discovery,  and  insisting  that  all 
accounts  had  been  settled  by  the  agents  with  the  War- 
office,  and  that,  as  to  the  balances  in  the  agents  hands, 
they  were  accountable  only  to  the  commanding 
officers. 

Exceptions  were  taken  by  the  Crown ;  and  the  Court 
(27th  June  1825)  allowed  the  exceptions,  and  ordered^ 
by  consent,  that  the  information  and  answer  should  be 
limited  to  the  accounts  of  the  Dumbarton  and  Lanark 
Fencible  Cavalry. 

The  Appellant  put  in  his  farther  answer,  but  insisted^ 
on  the  same  grounds  as  before,  that  he  was  not  bound 
to  discover.  Exceptions  were  again  taken  on  behalf 
of  the  Crown,  and  these  having  come  on  for  argu- 
ment, the  Court  suggested  that  it  would  be  more  con- 
venient if  the  Appellant  were  to  put  his  defence  in  the 
shape  of  a  plea;  and  it  was  ordered,  by  consent  of  the 
parties,  that  the  Appellant  should  be  at  libei*ty  to  put 
in  a  plea  to  the  whole  information,  limited  as  aforesiLid. 
The  information  was  accordingly  amended  by  limiting 
it  to  the  accounts  of  the  two  regiments  before  men- 
tioned, and  the  Appellant,  3d  April  1826,  put  m  his 
plea. 

In  the  first  place,  the  Appellant,  as  to  the  whole  of 
the  information,  except  what  related  to  sums  imprested 
in  his  hands  for  pay  or  arrears  of  pay  of  officers,  pleaded 
in  bar :  *'  That  the  accounts  in  the  year  1800  were 
''  duly  made  out;  and  the  same  were  then,  together 
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with  the  respective  vouchers  thereof,  delivered  into       isso. 
the  War-officCy  according  to  the  rules  and  regulations       deare 
/*  of  such  office  then  in  force,  relative  to  army  agents  ^• 

^*  accounts ;  and  all  such  accounts  were  then  investi-  Czn^Kku 
gated,  and  the .  whole  balance  due  to  or  from  this 
Defendant  .and  the  said  Philip  Deare,  or  either  of 
them,  upon  each  of  the  accounts  so  delivered  in,  was 
ascertained  by  the  proper  officers  of  the  War-office, 
duly  authorized  in  that  behalf,  and  the  whole  of 
such  accounts  were  finally  closed  and  settled  at  the 
War-office,  by  the  issuing  of  the  several  clearing 
^*  warrants  hereinafter  set  fortb^  which  were  granted 
**  for  the .  same  respectively ;  and  no  sums  or  sum  of 
**  money  are  or  is  now  due  to  his  late  or  present  Ma- 
"  jesty,  from  this  Defendant  and  the  said  deceased  Refe^""?-^ 

■•      •'  cleanng  War- 

"^  Philip  Deare,  or  either  of  them,  in  respect  of  all  rants. 
or  any  of  such  accounts ;  and  the  said  clearing 
warrants  were  respectively  made  out  and  signed  by 
the  Secretary  at  War,  and  countersigned  by  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury  for  the  time  being,  and  the 
same  were  in  the  words  and  figures,  or  to  the  pur- 
port and  effect  following,  (that  is  to  say)  : 


41 

a 

4t 
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*'  George  R. 

*^  Whereas  we  were  pleased  by  our  warrant,  bearing 
^  date  the  9th  May  179*,  to  order  a  regiment  of 
^  iancible  cavalry  to  be  raised  under  the  command  of 
"  our  right  trusty  and  well- beloved  William  Lord 
^'  Belhaven,  and  the  said  regiment  having  been  com- 
^'  pleted,  reviewed,  and  approved,  and  the  establish- 
^'  ment  thereof  directed  to  commence  and  take  plaoe 
^  the  9th  January  1795  :  And  whereas  we  have  been 
^  most  humbly  besought  to  grant  our  warrant  for  the 
<<  pay  and  allowances  of  the  effective  and  commissioned 
^*  and  non-commissioned  officersi,  private  men,  and 
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horsesy  previous  to  the  commencement  of  tli^  es- 
tablishment, whicti  we,  thinking  reasonable,  are 
graciously  pleased  to  consent  to.  Our  will  an'd 
pleasure  therefore  is,  that  out  of  such  monies  a9  ^re 
in  or  shall  come  to  your  hands  for  the  contingeot 
uses  of  our  land  forces,  or  out  of  such  monios  as 
are  in  or  shall  come  to  your  hands  for  this  use,  jou 
pay  unto  the  said  William  Lord  Belhaven  the  sum 
of  4,969/.  12s.  lid.  without  deduction,  for  the  pay 
and  allowances  of  the  effective  commissioned  and 
non-commissioned  officers,  private  men,  and  horses', 
of  our  said  regiment,  to  8th  January  179^  exclusive^ 
agreeably  to  the  account  of  the  particulars  hereunto 
annexed. 

^*  And  for  so  doing,  this,  with  the  acquittance  of 
the  said  William  Lord  Belhaven,  or  of  his  assign, 
shall  be  your  warrant  and  discharge. 
'^  Given  at  our  Court  at  St.  James's,  this  20th  day 
of  April  1803,  in  the  43d  year  of  our  reign,  by 
His  Majesty's  command, 

"  September  IQth,  I8O6.  C.  Yorhfi^  .  • 

To  our  right  trusty  and  well-beloved^ 

^*  CounciUors  Thomas  Steel  and  John 
HileyAddington,  joint  Paymaster- 
general  of  our  guards,  garrisons  and  ) 
land  forces,  or  to  the  Paymaster- 

"  general  of  our  forces  for  the  time 
being. 


it 
it 
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it 


"  We  have  been  made  acquainted  with  this  warrant, 
"  Whitehall  Treasury  Chambers,  the  15th  day  of 
*'  November  1803. 

"  Chas.  SmaU  Pybus. 
"  George  Tbynne. 
«  Nat.  Bondr        -    ^ 
**  Pay  of  Laiiark  FeuciUes/'  .  .,      - 
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Tte  rest  of  the  clearing  warrants  were  set  out  in  the  1S50, 
plea^  and  were  in  the  same  form  and  to  the  same  effect  deare 
as  the  above ;  and  the  plea,  averred,  that  the  issuing  ^  > 

of  these  clearing  warrants  were,  by  the  regulation  of    general, 
the  War-office,  the  final  settlement  of  accounts. 

In  the  2d  place,  as  to  the  sums  imprested  in  the  Second  Plea : 
hands  of  the  agents  for  pay  and  arrears  of  pay  of  bie  to^^rown" 
officers,  the  Appellant  pleaded  as  follows :  ^<^  i*y  °^ 

.  *'  And  as  to  so  much  of  the  said  information  as 
*'  relates  to  or  seeks  any  discovery  concerning  sums 

of  money  thereby  alleged  to  have  been  imprested 

to  this  Defendant  and  Philip  Deare,  deceased,  or 

V  either  of  them,  for  pay  or  arrears  of  pay  of  officers 
*'  of  the  regiments,  troops  and  companies  in  the  said 

information  mentioned,  during  the  period  therein 
mentioned,  which  has  not  been  paid  or  accounted 
**  for  to  such  officers,  this  Defendant  doth  also  plead 
'^  in  bar,  and  for  plea  saith,  that  all  such  sums  of 
"  money  were  received  by  the  said  Philip  Deare  and 
**  this  Defendant,  or  one  of  them,  as  the  agent  of  and 
"  under  tlie  authority  of  the  commanding  officers  of 
such  regiments,  corps  and  companies  respectively, 
and  by  virtue  of  divers  powers  of  attorney,  all  of 
which  were  in  the  form  and  to  the  purport  and  effect 
"  following: — 

**  Know  all  Men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  William 
','  Hamilton,  colonel  of  the  Lanark  and  Dorabarton- 
"  shire  Fencible  Cavalry,  do  hereby  constitute  and 
••  appoint  Philip  Deare  and  Charles  Deare,  of  Somer- 
set Place,  agents,  and  each  of  them,  my  true  and 
lawful  attomies  and  attorney,  for  me  and  in  my 
'*  name  to  ask,  demand  and  receive  of  and  from  the 

V  Right  Honourable  Dudley  Rider  and  Thomas 
*«  Steele,  Paymaster  General  of  His  Majesty's  forces, 
'/  the  Paymaster  General  for  the,  time  being,  or  whom-^ 
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1830. 

Deaiie 

p. 

Attorfet 

General. 


soever  else  the  payment  thereof  doth  or  may  con- 
cern, all  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  is  or  are 
now  due,  or  which  shall  hereafter  become  due  and 
payable  to  me,  the  commissioned,  non-commissioned 
officers,  and  private  men,  of  the  said  regiment  of 
fencible  cavalry  under  my  command,  or  any  other 
regiment  that  may  hereafter  be  under  my  command, 
or  on  any  account  whatsoever,  and  upon  receipt 
thereof,  and  any  part  thereof,  to  make  and  give 
good  and  sufficient  acquittances  and  discharges  for 
the  same,  in  as  full  and  ample  a  manner  as  I  could 
do  if  personally  present,  hereby  ratifying  and  con- 
firming all  and  whatsoever  my  said  attorn  ies  shall 
lawfully  do  or  cause  to  be  done  in  the  premises  by 
virtue  of  these  presents.  In  witness  whereof  I  haver 
hereunto   set  my  hand   and   seal,    this  7th  April 

1796. 

(signed)         "  fVm.  Hamilton''    (seaL) 

Sealed  and  delivered  (being 
first  duly  stamped)  in  the 
presence  of 
(signed)     '*  Elphinst(me.'\ 


*'  Entered  in  the  office  for  auditing  Public  Accounts, 
*'  this  19ih  May  I796. 

"  Thos.  Gibbcsr 
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Judgment  of 
I^rd  Chief 
Haron  in  Ex- 
chequer. 


And  the  plea  averred  that  the  sums  in  question  were 
held  by  the  agents  as  the  bankers  or  private  agents  of  the 
commanding  officers,  and  that  they  were  not  account^ 
able  to  the  Crown  for  the  application  of  these  monies, 
but  only  to  the  officers  on  whose  account  they  had  re- 
ceived them. 

The  Attorney-General  considered  the  plea  to  be,  as 
to  both  parts  of  it,  bad  in  law,  and  set  down  the  same 
for  argument.     On  the  8th  May  1826,  the  Lord  Chief 
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Baron  (Alexander)   pronounced   his  judgment,  and,        1830. 
after  stating  the  first  plea,  proceeded  as  follows :  Deaeb 

"  Now  this  in  effect  amounts  to  two  things,  first,  *'• 

^^  that  all  these  accounts  were  delivered,  and  that  the  G£^£eal, 
^  vouchers  were  produced  and  examined  by  the  pro- 
per officers,  and  then  that  they  were  settled,  not 
only  by  those  officers,  but  by  the  issuing  of  those 
several  clearing  warrants  hereinafter  set  forth. 
Those  clearing  warrcmts  are  set  forth,  and,  if  any 
thing  amounts  to  a  settled  account  in  this  plea,  it 
is  these  clearing  warrants ;  but  upon  looking  upon 
*^  them  they  purport  no  such  thing,  and  it  is  impossi- 
'^  ble  by  any  averment  to  make  them  amount  to  that ; 
"  they  purport  directly  the  contrary :  '  Whereas  we 
**  were  pleased  by  our  warrant,  bearing  date  the  24th 
"  of  June  1795,  to  order  an  augmentation  to  be  raised 
^'  and  added  to  the  late  Lanarkshire  corps  of  Fencible 
Cavalry,  under  the  command  of  our  right  trusty  and 
right  well-beloved  cousin,  William,  Earl  of  fielhaven, 
'^  and  the  said  augmentation  having  been  completed, 
^'  and  directed  to  commence  on  the  establishment  the 
"  17th  February  1796  :  And  whereas  we  have  been 
"  most  humbly  besought  to  grant  our  warrant  for  the 
'^  pay  and  allowances  of  the  effective  commissioned 
'*  and  non-commissioned  officers,'  and  so  on,  '  pre- 
**  vious  to  the  commencement  of  the  establishment, 
^'  which  we,  thinking  reasonable,  are  graciously  pleased 
to  consent  to ;'  then  it  says,  ^  Our  will  and  plea- 
sure is,  that  a  certain  sum  of  money  shall  be  paid 
**  to  Lord  Belhaven.*  How  is  it  possible  to  say  that 
'^  that  makes  a  settled  account.  I  am  not  disposed, 
^^  as  to  this  part  of  the  plea,  to  overrule  it,  because  the 
'^  effect  of  it  would  be,  as  I  understand  it  from  the 
*^  books,  to  decide  that,  under  no  circumstances,  could 
*^  these  instruments  have  any  such  operation.     I  am 


u 
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t.8i9.       ^^  ilot  disposed  togo^  that  length  at  idl:   oa.Che 
WaIiz      ^*  othter  liand.  I  am  equally  remote  from  any  dis|>oA- 
ir.  '^  tioQ  to  allow  it,  for  tke  reasons  I  have  stalled ;  'f«r 

Qm^AL.  ^'  if  &U  this  was  prored  whidi  is  alleged  in  this^^ea^' 
'^  thai  the  inference  would  follow,  thai  i»  a  procif  that 
^^  these  vouchers  were  received  .at  the  Warroffice^  aii4 
^  that  these  warrants  had  been  issued,  but  that  wiMdd 
^^  bono  answer.  In  ord^,  therefore,  to  give  the  De- 
^^  fendant  the  b^iQfit  as  far  as  we  can  of  this  defence; 
"  and  at  the  same  time  to  do  jusiite  to  the  Crova, 
^*  I  think  the  course  taken  ought  to  be  tlns^ — to  let -the 
^^  plea  stand  for  an  answer,  wilh  liberty  to  exo^t,— ^ 
t'  then  the  Grown  will  except,  as  if  he  had  assirerecl, 
*^  and  the  Crown  will  have  an  oppoitunity  of  gettHag 
^*  that  discovery  which  by  the. course  of  the  Court 
^*  it  is  entitled  to,  and  th»  Defendant  will  have  the 
^  benefit  of  all  the  circumstances  he  has  stated  «ipoii 
his  plea,  and  all  the  benefit  that  the  law  aiid  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  shall  entitle  him  to. 

The  other  plea  respects  the  monies  remiain&ig  ito 
f^  his  hands,  which  were  issued  for  the  pay  of  the  offi^ 
^*  cers,  and  for  which  he  says,  in  substance;  that  he 
**  was  the  agent  of  these  officers,  and  that  he  wa$ 
<«  accoantable  to  them  only.  I  think,  if  all  the  pro^ 
^^  ceediags  in  this  Court,  and  the  rules  estnbli^ed 
*^  are  to  be  considered  for  a  moment,  it  is  quite  dear^ 
**  thitt  if  money  is  issued  to  a  person  for  a  public 
^^  tmsti  to  be  applied  to  the  persons  entitled  to  that 
**  money,  that  the  Crown  has  a  perfect  right  to  inquire 
^'  into  the  application  of  it;  as  to  that,  also,  it  may 
y  take  the  same  course.  There  would  be  no  difficulty 
*'  in  overruling  it  simpliciter,  but  I  see  no  difficulty  in 
^*  taking  the  same  course  with  reject  to  Uiis ;  there* 
.^^  fore,  this  plea  may  stand  for  an  answer,  with  liberty 
>*  to  except." 


u 
ti 
u 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  *.RROR.  ^g^ 

.  Of  the  same  date  (8th  May  1826)  it  was  ordered  by       fi9«. 
4be  Court,  that  Ae  plea  should  stand  for  an  answer,      'b^^ 
with  liberty  to  the  Respondait  to  except,  and  to  set  ^' 

Aovm  his  exceptions  to  the  former  answers.  Gcvsraa. 

.  The  Reiqpcmdent  then  set  down  his  original  excep- 
Hicois  for  argument,  and  die  Court,  by  order  dated 
10th  November  18d6^  allowed  the  whole  of  them. 
.*  From  these  Oiders  of  the  8th  May  and  10th  No- 
ipcmber,  the  agent  appealed  to  the  Lords  for  the  fol* 
iawing  among  other  reasons : 

r  I«.  Beeause  the  Ordeis  complained  of  are  manifestly 
in  violation  of  that  regularity  and  consistency  in  plead* 
jbg  wjudi  the  established  course  of  practice  requires 
to  be  observed  in  Courts  of  Equity.  The  proceedings 
which  have  taken  place  are  the  following;  An  infor* 
mation  filed  against  the  Appellant  by  the  Attorney* 
iBeneral  on  behalf  of  His  Mi^esty ;  an  answer  by  the 
Appellant  to  this  ioformation ;  exceptions  to  that  an* 
swer;  a  further  answer  to  the  original  information^ 
whioli  iaformatiim  was,  by  the  Order  of  the  Sd  of 
Fiebruary  18S6,  limited  to  four  particular  years  and 
««ie  particular  corps;  an  amended  information;  and  a 
fim,  put  in  by  the  Defendant  to  the  whole  of  the  dis- 
i^oyery  which  that  information  seeks^  There  are  now, 
therefore^  an  information,  an  answer  to  that  iaformatiou, 
exceptions  to  that  answer,  an  amended  information,  a 
further  answer  to  that  amended  information,  exceptions 
to  that  further  answer,  and  a  plea  to  the  whole  of  the 
amended  information,  all  standing  on  the  files  of  the 
Court  at  the  same  time.  The  Appellant  humbly  com- 
plains of  the  cMpders  by  which  the  record  has  been 
brought  into  such  a  state  of  irregularity  and  confosion, 
and  hopes  that  die  same  will  be  discharged  or  altered. 
.  II.  Because  inasmuch  as  the  Appellant  has  distinctly 
and  positively  sworn  it  to  be  the  fact,  that  all  accounts 
respecting  the  agency  of  the  Lanark  and  Dumbarton 
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Deakc 

■w. 

Attobkey 

Dlneaal. 


Fencible  Cavalry,  inquired  after  by  the  amended  infor- 
mation, have  been  examined  and  finally  settled,  and 
the  Attorney-General  has  taken  no  step  to  put  that 
fact  in  issue,  that  fact  must,  according  to  the  received 
rules  of  pleading,  be  taken  to  be  true,  and  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  had  no  authority  to  decide  that  the  docu-» 
ments^  referred  to  by  the  Defendant  in  his  plea,  dis- 
proved the  fact  which  they  were  alleged  to  confirm^ 
The  Appellant  humbly  submits  that  the  forms  of 
pleading  and  justice  of  the  case  equally  required  that 
the  plea  should  either  have  been  allowed,  ot  that  an 
opportunity  should  have  been  given  to  the  Defendant 
of  proving  the  truth  of  the  allegation  it  contained.  He 
therefore  confidently  trusts  that  your  Lordships  will 
reverse,  or  so  far  alter  the  Order  of  the  10th  of  Novem* 
ber  1826,  as  to  enable  him  to  show  by  oral  and  docu- 
mentary evidence,  which  he  is  prepared  to  adduce^ 
that  the  accounts  in  question  have  been  examined  and 
finally  settled  in  the  only  way  in  which  he  had  any 
reason  to  believe  it  would  be  necessary  for  them  to  be 
settled  when  he  undertook  the  agency  in  question,  or 
in  which  the  accounts  of  army  agents  were  settled 
since  the  War-office  has  been  established. 

III.  Because  after  agents'  accounts  have  been  ex« 
amined  and  settled  at  the  War-office,  and  the  clearing 
warrant  issued,  the  Secretary  at  War,  acting  on  behalf 
of  His  Majesty,  has  not,  either  by  law  or  custom,  any 
right  to  or  control  over  the  arrears  which  may  stand 
to  the  credit  of  any  officer  in  the  books  of  the  agent 
They  form  matter  of  account  between  the  officer  and 
the  agent,  who  becomes  thenceforward  the  banker  of 
the  officer,  and  frequently  acts  otherwise  as  his  private 
agent.  The  services,  of  which  they  are  the  compen- 
sation, have  been  already  rendered,  and  the  precise 
amount  of  the  sum  due  to  him  has  been  ascertained 
before  the  clearing  warrant  is  issued.     The  Crown 
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would  not  be  answerable  for  those  arrears  to  the  officer  isso. 
in  case  of  the  agent's  insolvency ;  and  the  agent,  dI27b 
being  certainly  liable  for  their  amount  to  the  officer  «- 

and  his  representatives,  cannot  be  liable  to  another     general. 
action  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown  on  the  same  ground  at 
the  same  time. 

IV.  Because  the  Secretary  at  War  is  not  by  any 
law  or  custom  entitled  to  the  production  of  any  ledgers, 
or  other  private  books  of  account,  which  are  sought  by 
thfs  information.  The  Appellant  and  his  father  have 
many  years  ago  sent  into  the  War-office  all  the 
accounts  and  vouchers  which,  by  the  established  ruled 
and  regulations  respecting  agents'  accounts,  they  were 
bound  to  render,  and  he  avers  and  insists  that  the 
Secretary  at  War,  until  within  these  few  years,  did 
not  claim,  and  does  not  now  possess,  the  right  to  call 
for  the  production  of  private  ledgers  and  books  of 
account  themselves. 

The  Respondent,  on  the  other  hand,  submitted  that 
fhe  said  Orders  ought  to  be  affirmed,  for  the  following 
among  other  reasons : 

First,  as  to  the  form  of  the  Orders :  That  of  the 
8th  of  May  1826  is,  in  substance,  consistent  with  the 
Order  which  it  recites  of  the  Sd  of  February  1826, 
which  was  an  Order  made  by  consent,  and  without  pre- 
judice to  the  previous  proceedings,  in  case  the  plea 
should  be  overruled;  and  although  the  Court  had 
directed  that  plea  to  stand  for  an  answer,  and  not  in 
terms  overruled  the  plea,  it  was  fully  competent  to  the 
Court  to  make  such  direction  as  it  has  made ;  and  it 
is  more  for  the  Appellant's  benefit  than  overruling  the 
plea ;  and  the  liberty  to  set  down  the  former  excep* 
tions  is  consequential  upon  the  Order  so  made,  or  else 
is  reserved  by  the  Order  of  the  3d  February  1826. 
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.1 83Q.  As  to  the  Order  of  Ae  lOtb  of  November  1826,  by 

^Z^^^  wbich  the  exceptions  were  again  allowed,  it  follows, 
9,  that  if  the  Court  was  authorized  to  give  liberty  to  set 
^KERAi  down  those  exceptions,  that  they  should  be  again  al- 
lowed, as  there  is  no  discovery  in  any  of  the  answers 
to  those  parts  of  the  information  to  which  the  exceptions 
relate. 

Second,  as  to  the  merits  insisted  on  as  a  bar  to  dis* 
covery  by  the  two  first  answers,  and  by  the  plea ;  viz. 
That  the  accounts  were  setded  by  means  of  the  clear* 
ing  warrants  as  to  all  sums,  except  arrears  due  to  the 
pflScers ;  and  as  to  the  arrears,  that  the  agents  acted  as 
the  private  bankers  of  the  officers,  and  are  not  respon- 
sible to  government : 

The  clearing  warrant  is  both  in  form  and  substance 
a  transaction  quite  distinct  from  the  final  settlement  of 
the  agent's  accounts  with  government,  and  the  customs 
or  regulations  of  the  office  by  which  it  is  alleged  that 
clearing  warrants  have  that  effect,  so  as  to  conclude 
the  Crown  from  calling  for  an  account  from  the  agents 
of  money  imprested  to  them  for  public  purposes,  would 
be  a  void  custom,  and  this  plea  is  therefore  bad  in 
Jaw. 

As  to  the  plea  relating  to  money  received  by  the 
agent  for  arrears  due  to  officers,  this  part  of  the  plea 
is  also  bad ;  first,  because  it  is  inconsistent  with  public 
policy  and  the  discipline  of  the  army,  that  the  agent 
should  make  any  disposition  or  arrangement  whatever 
relating  to  money  received  for  the  pay  of  officers  other 
than  actual  payment  to  the  officer  or  his  representa- 
tives. 

The  public  duty  of  army  agents  binds  them  to  make 
actual  payment  to  the  officers,  or  to  account  for  and 
pay  over  to  government  aB  suras  received  by  them  for 
public  purposes.   Secondly,  the  plea  states  no  authority 
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fromth^  officers  coBstitutiDg  the  agents  their  bankers,       I830. 
but*  only  a  general  authority  from  the  commanding 
officers  to  receive  the  money ;  and  thirdly,  if  the  agent 
could  show  actual  payment,  he  is  still  bound,  till  his     GsveftAii^ 
account  is  finally  settled  with  government,  to  make 
discovery,  and  to  account  for  all  his  transactions. 

Third,  as  to  the  defence  set  up  by  the  first  answer, 
but  not  contained  in  the  plea,  that  army  agents  are 
appointed  by  the  colonels  of  regiments,  and  not  by  th^ 
Crown,  and  that  they  are  not  therefore  agents  of  the 
Crown,  or  accountable .  to  it,  for  public  money,  but 
solely  to  the  colonels  by  whose  authority  they  are  ap<- 
pointed.  First,  army  agents  are  agents  of  the  Crown, 
and  recognized  as  such  by  the  Acts  of  the  23  Geo.  S, 
c.  50,  and  45  Geo.  3,  c.  58 ;  and  army  agents  are,  as 
well  by  the  provisions  of  those  Acts,  as  also  by  the 
common  law  right  of  the  Crown»  to  require  accounts 
from,  and  to  charge  as  debtors,  all  persons  to  whom 
public  money  is  imprested,  accountable  and  chargeable 
for  all  public  money  received  by  them. 

Moreover  this  is  a  defence  insisted  on  by  answer^  ' 
and  not  by  jplea ;  and  the  Appellant  cannot  by  answer, 
purporting  to  be  an  answer  to  the  whole  informatioDy 
object  to  answer  any  part ;  he  must  either  demur,  or 
plead,  or  put  in  a  full  answer. 

The  cause  was  heard  at  the  bar  of  the  House  of 
Lords  on  the  19th  and  26th  February  1830,  (Lord 
Lyndhurst,  Chancellor),  and  the  following  cajses  were 
cited.  Hindman  v.  Taylor^  2  firo.  Ch.  Ca*  7 ;  Attar-' 
nejf 'General  v.  Ross^  8  Price,  190 ;  Attcmey-General 
V.  Brookesbankf  2  Y.  &  J.  37 ;  Rondeau  v.  IVyatt, 
3  Bro.  Ch.  Ca.  155 ;  Bayky  v.  Sibbald,  15  Ves.  135; 
Gait  V.  Osbaldeston,  1  Russ.  158 ;  5  Madd.  428 ;  Men-^ 
dezabet  v.  Machado,  1  ^im.  68 ;  2  S.  S.  483 ;  2  Rusa. 
540. 
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18SI.       by  the  Ctovm,  and  accountable  to  the  Crown  for  the 
DfiABc^      application  of  the  money  received  to  the  purpose  for 
V.  which  it  was  issued,  and  that  the  Crown  had  a  right 

OsMEjiAtT  to  investigate  the  accounts  of  the  agent  to  see  to  such 
application.  If  the  money  be  paid  to  the  oSeer  enti- 
tled to  it,  or  to  another  by  his  authority,  the  agent  is 
then  so  far  discharged  ;  but  it  is  not  sufficient  for  that 
purpose  that  the  money  is  entered  in  the  agent^s  books 
to  the  credit  of  the  officer,  and,  therefore,  the  Crown 
has  a  right  to  investigate. 

The  whole  plea  might,  therefore,  have  been  over^ 
ruled.  The  Court,  however,  did  not  overrule  it,  but 
ordered  it  to  stand  for  an  answer;  but  of  that  the 
Appellant  had  no  reason  to  complain,  for  that  was 
Eather  favourable  to  him» 

Judgment  affirmed. 


END    OF   PART   III. 
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ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR ; 
And  decided  during  the  Session  1831. 

1  Wm.  IV. 


APPEAL 

FROM  THE  COURT  OF  CHANCERY. 

Attorney-Genera  l,  (at  the  relation!  j     ,, 
of  Magistrates  of  Montrose)  -        J^fiP^^^w- 

Gavin  B.  Mill  and  another        -   Respondents. 

D.  M.,  a  native  of  Montrose^  in  Scotland,  residing  in  Eng- 
land, by  Will  made  in  England,  and  in  the  English  form, 
bequeaths  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
trustees,  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  or  rents  of 
inheritance,  in  fee  simple,  for  a  charitable  purpose,  at  Mon- 
trose, in  Scotland,  where  two  of  the  four  trustees  resided, 
one  residing  in  England,  and  another  in  the  West  Indies. 

Held  by  the  House  of  Lords,  affirming  a  decree  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  that  the  bequest  was  void  by  the  statute  of 
mortmain,  it  not  appearing  from  the  will  that  the  testator 
intended  that  the  trustees  should  have  the  option  to  pur* 
chase  lands  in  Scotland. 


5  March  1830. 

14  October 
1831. 

Will. 

Charity. 

Monmaiii. 


The  late  Mr.  David  Mill,  the  testator  in  this  case, 
was  bom  in  the  town  of  Montrose,  in  Scotland,  where 

VOL.  II.  D  D 
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1830.       he  resided  in  his  father's  house  for  many  years.     He 
^    '     '      then  went  to  the  West  Indies,  where  he  amassed  a  very 

.Attorney 

General  considerable  property.  About  the  year  1786  he  re- 
-^^j^j^  turned  to  his  native  country,  and  resumed  his  original 
aad  anotiicr.  domicile ;  for  he  again  took  up  his  residence  in  Mon- 
trose, with  the  intention  of  remaining  there  during  the 
rest  of  his  life.  In  the  year  1791  Mr.  David  Mill  was 
induced  to  take  a  journey  to  London,  on  account  of 
business,  in  the  months  of  September  or  October  of 
that  year. 

Shortly  after  his  arrival   in  London  he  was  seized 

with  illness,  and  on  that  occasion  made  his  Will,  dated 

wm  dated       tiie  5i\^  Jay  of  December  1791  ;  and  thereby,  after 

directing  payment  of  all  his  debts,  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses,  and  after  bequeathing  various  lega* 
cies,  ^'  he  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal 
^*  estate  unto  James  Mill,  of  Camberwell,  his  brother, 
"  George  Mill,  of  Montrose,  Hercules  Mill,  also  of 
^*  Montrose,  and  Patrick  Bartlett,  of  the  island  of 
'^  Cariacou,  upon  trust  to  invest  such  part  of  his  said 
^^  estate  as  should  not  then  consist  of  real  estate  in  the 
^^  purchase  of  lands,  or  rents  of  inheritance;  in  fee 
^^  simple,  which  purchase  or  purchases  he  directed 
**  should  be  made  in  the  name  of  the  said  trustees,  or 
**  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  and  by  them  in 
due  and  legal  form  conveyed  from  time  to  time, 
together  with  such  part  or  parts  of  his  real  estate  as 
might  then  happen  not  to  be  sold  or  disposed  of  for 
"  the  purposes  aforesaid,  to  other  trustees  and  their 
heirs,  so  as  at  all  times  thereafter  to  support  and 
preserve  a  perpetual  succession  in  the  lands  and 
*^  rents  so  to  be  purchased,  for  the  intent  and  purpose 
mentioned,  contained,  and  expressed  in  a  certain 
instrument,  or  writing,  in  his  will  mentioned,  to  be 
'^  executed  by  him,  and  to  bear  even  date  with  his 
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**  will;"    and    he  appointed    the  said  James   Mill,        isso. 

George  Mill,  Hercules  Mill,   and   Patrick   Bartlett,  a^^^^^^y 

executors  of  his  will.  ^^''J'"^ 
The  other  deed,  or  instrument  in  writing,  which  is  so       Mill 

/»         J   X     •      xi  m  •         a\.  a       ^^  another. 

referred  to  m  the  will  as  expressmg  the  purposes  to  .^ 

which  the  rents  of  the  lands  so  to  be  purchased  were  dated  5  Dec. 
to  be  applied,  is  a  deed-poll,  dated  5th  December  *^*' 
1791 9  in  which  the  testator  describes  himself  as  for- 
merly of  the  island  of  Cariacou,  in  the  West  Indies^ 
but  then  residing  in  Charles-street,  in  the  parish  of 
MaryJe-bone,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex;  and  re^ 
cites,  *'  that  the  testator  had  often  observed  with  regret 
the  very  destitute  situation  in  which  the  daughters 
of  many  gentlemen  in  the  neighbourhood  of  his 
*^  native  town,  Montrose,  North  Britain,  have  been 
^^  left  at  the  death  of  their  fathers,  and  that  it  was  his 
**  earnest  will  and  desire  to  add  comfort  to  as  many 
^'  of  the  persons  of  the  above  description  as  possible, 
'*  he  had,  by  his  will  of  even  date,  given,  devised  and 
<<  bequeathed,  all  the  residue  and  remainder  of  his 
^'  estate  and  effects,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  in 
'^  manner  therein  mentioned;  he  therefore  declared 
^^  that  the  said  gift,  devise  and  bequest,  of  the  residue 
'^  of  his  estate  and  effects  to  the  said  James  Mill, 
'*  George  Mill,  Hercules  Mill  and  Patrick  Bartlett, 
"  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  the 
'^  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns  of  such 
survivor,  was  so  made  and  given  them  upon  trust,, 
that  they,  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and 
the  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns  of 
such  survivor,  should  yearly,  and  every  year,  for 
ever,  pay  the  yearly  rents  of  the  said  trust  estate  into 
the  proper  hands  of  the  following  persons,  their 
'^  heirs  and  successors,  that  is  to  say,  the  two  persons 
'*  who,   for  the  time  being,  should  be  the  testator's^ 
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1831.       "  nearest  of  kin,  and  residing  within  20  miles  of  the 
.  **  town  of  Montrose,  the  said  James  Mill  and  his  heirs 

Attorney  ... 

General     "  when  residing  within  the  said  distance,  Sir  Alexan-* 

Mill       "  ^er  Ramsay,  of  Balmain,  bart,  and  Sir  David  Car- 

and  another.   «  negie,  of  Southest,  bart,  and  their  heirs,  when  he  or 

"  they  should  reside  within  the  said  distance,  and  to 

"  the  magistrates  of  Montrose  for  the  time  being ;  it 

^^  being  his  desire  and  intention  that  neither  of  his 

"  trustees,  or  their  heirs,  assigns  or  successors,  should 

"  act  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts  thereinafter  men- 

'*  tioned,  but  such  as  should  reside  and  live  within  20 

"  miles  of  the  town  of  Montrose  aforesaid,  to  be  by 

Charity  for      <«  the  Said  trustees,  their  heirs  and  successors,  applied 

daughters  of    "  upou  trust  yearly,  and  every  year,  upon  the  19th 

sfdineTn^he"   "  ^^y  ^^  March  in  every  year  for  ever,  to  pay,  apply 

neighbourhood  "  and  dispose  of  two  third  parts  thereof  towards  the 

*'  relief  and  comfort  of  all  such  daughters  of  gentle- 
"  men  residing  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Montrose 
"  aforesaid,  who  should  be  left  at  the  death  of  their 
"  fathers  destitute  of  support,  or  with  a  scanty  and  in- 
"  sufficient  maintenance,  in  manner  following,"  &c.  &c. 
Codicils  to  The  testator,  Mr.  David  Mill,  executed  several  co- 

will 

dicils  to  his  v\rill.  By  the  first  codicil,  dated  20th  of 
July  1799,  he  appointed  his  brother,  Mr.  John  Mill,  of 
Feame,  in  the  county  of  Angus,  in  Scotland,  joint  exe- 
cutor of  his  will,  and  joint  trustee  under  the  supple- 
mentary instrument.  By  the  second  codicil,  he  gave 
other  legacies  in  lieu  of  those  bequeathed  in  the  will ; 
but  did  not  in  any  manner  alter  the  charitable  bequest 
By  the  third  codicil,  dated  23d  June  1802,  he  directed 
that  the  Respondent  should  bear  the  name  of  Mill,  and 
gave  and  bequeathed  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  re- 
mainder of  his  estate,  effects,  and  premises  whatsoever, 
not  before  given  and  bequeathed  by  his  will  and  codi- 
cils, unto  his  brother  John  Mill,  and  the  Respondent, 
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their  executors,  administrators,   and   assigns,   to  be       isso. 
equally  divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike, 
and  appointed  them  executors  of  his  will  and  codicili 
and  confirmed  the  appointment  of  James  Mill,  Hercules 
Mill,  and  Patrick  Bartlett,  to  be  trustees  thereof. 

In  April  1805,  the  testator,  Mr.  David  Mill,  died 
without  having  in  any  manner  altered  his  will  and  co- 
dicils, and  supplementary  deed.  After  his  death,  the 
Respondent  (the  only  executor  residing  in  England), 
and  Mr.  John  Mill,  proved  the  will  and  codicils  in  the 
Prerogative  Court  of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  ; 
and  the  Respondent  assumed  the  name  of  Mill,  accord- 
ing to  the  third  codicil.  Mr.  John  Mill  and  the 
Respondent  then  possessed  themselves  of  the  whole 
personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  testator,  to  a  great 
amount. 

No  notice  of  the  above  charitable  bequest  was  given 
to  the  magistrates  of  Montrose,  or  to  any  party  inte- 
rested in  its  establishment  On  the  contrary,  long 
before  Mr.  John  Mill  and  the  Respondent  ventured  to 
prove  the  will,  they  took  care  to  have  an  amicable  suit 
instituted  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  without  any  notice 
to  the  parties  in  Scotland  interested  in  the  charity. 

In  this  amicable  suit,  the  Respondent  in  this  case  Amicable  suit 
appeared  as  Plaintiff  against  his  surviving  co-execu-  ^^M***^-^^*- 
tors,  Mr.  John  Mill  and  Patrick  Bartlett,  and  the 
Attorney-General,  who  were  the  Defendants,  Mr.  John 
Mill,  the  Defendant,  having  the  same  interest  with  the 
Respondent,  who  acted  as  Plaintiff  in  defeating  the 
charitable  bequest.  The  Bill  in  this  amicable  suit  was 
filed  in  Hilary  Term  1806  (more  than  two  years  before 
the  will  was  proved),  and  as  the  Attorney-General  was 
necessarily  included  among  the  Defendants  as  a  formal 
party,  the  Bill  charged,  amongst  other  things,  that  the 
residue  of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate  was  not 
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applicable  to  the  charitable  purposes  mentioned  in  the 
deed  executed  in  1791  by  Mr.  David  Mill,  and  referred 
^E^L  by  his  will,  and  that  the  purposes  of  the  said  deed 
^'^^^  were  such  as  could  not  be  carried  into  effect ;  and  that 
«id  another,  such  residue,  therefore,  passed  by  the  said  subsequent 
testamentary  instruments,  and  ths^t  it  ought  so  to  be 
declared  by  the  Court  And  in  the  prayer  of  the  Bill 
was  inserted  a  prayer  that  the  devise  and  bequest  of 
the  residue  and  remainder  of  the  real  and  personal 
estate  of  Mr.  David  Mill,  for  the  purposes  of  the  said 
deed  referred  to  in  the  will  of  Mr.  David  Mill,  might 
be  declared  void  by  the  decree  of  that  Honourable 
Court ;  and  that  he,  the  Respondent,  might,  together 
with  Mr.  John  Mill,  be  declared  entided  to  the  re- 
mainder and  residue  of  the  said  real  and  personal 
estate,  in  equal  moieties. 

In  1808  this  amicable  suit  came  on  to  be  heard 

before  his  Honour  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  when  the 

common  decree  was  obtained  for  an  account  of  the 

testator*s  estate.     The   Master  made  his  report  in 

February  1809,  and  on  the  13th  of  June  1809  the 

cause  was  heard,  it  is  believed,  as  a  consent  or  short 

cause,  at  the  Rolls ;  when,  without  any  argument  or 

notice  as  to  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the  bequest  for 

I^oraT&t^e  *^^  Scotch  charity,  a  decree  was  obtained  (not  declar- 

Rolls  in  thi»    ing  the  bequest  of  the  Scotch  charity  void,  as  was 

for^^edivi-     prayed  by  the  Bill),  directing  that  the  said  Master 

Monofihccha-  ^h^uij  divide  the  clear  residue  of  the  testator's,  Mr. 

ntable  funds  ' 

between  the     David  MiU's,  personal  property,  which,  the  Master  had 

ascertained,  amounted  to  39,226 /.  lis.  9d.  three  per 
cent  Bank  Annuities,  and  18,634/.  S^,  8^«  four  per 
cent  Stock,  into  two  equal  moieties,  one  of  which 
moieties  was  to  be  transferred  to  the  Plaintiff  (the 
Respondent),  and  ihe  other  to  the  Defendant,  Mr.  John 
Mill.    The  decree  thus  obtained  in  this  amicable  suit, 


Plaintiffs  end 
Defendants. 
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without  any  argument,  and  in  the  absence  of  the  par-       1  sso. 
ties  interested  in  the  Scotch  charity,  as  it  directed  the    A-nroBNEY 
charitable  funds  to  be  divided  between  the.  parties,     General 
Plaintiff  and  Defendant  in  that  suit,  had  the  effect  of  de-       mill 
feating  the  charitable  objects  of  the  testator  for  the  time.    ^^  an«thec 
At  leno^h  the  mas:istrates  of  Montrose  received  in-  *®^3'  ^Jf^I'. 

o  o  »         -1  J  mation  nled  at 

formation  of  the  contents  of  the  testator's  will,  and  of  the  relatioD  of 
the  rational  and  excellent  purposes  for  which  the  tes-  of  M^omroTer 
tator  had  destined  a  great  part  of  his  property.  They, 
therefore,  immediately  caused  an  information  to  be 
filed  at  their  relation  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery, 
by  His  Majesty's  then  Attorney- General,  at  the  relation 
of  your  Appellants,  Relators,  against  the  Respondent 
and  George  Mill  Nicholson  (who  resides  in  Scotland 
out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  is  the  |;ieir-at-law  of  John 
Mill,  the  surviving  trustee  for  the  Scotch  charitable 
purpose),  praying  that  it  might  be  declared,  that  under 
the  direction  to  lay  out  the  residue  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  testator,  Mr.  David  Mill,  in  the  purchase 
of  lands  or  rent  of  inheritance,  for  the  charitable  pur- 
poses to  be  executed  in  Scotland,  as  expressed  in  the 
said  deed,  the  trustees  for  the  time  being  were  autho- 
rized or  empowered,  or  had  the  option,  to  purchase 
lands  or  rents  of  inheritance  in  fee  simple  in  Scotland, 
for  the  said  purposes,  and  that  the  residue  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  might  be  so  laid  out  accordingly.  . 

To  this  information  the  Respondent  appeared,  and 
put  in  a  general  demurrer,  which  came  on  to  be  argued 
on. the  29th  of  April  1824,  before  his  Honour  the  Vice- 
Chancellor.  On  the  argument  of  the  demurrer  it  was 
insisted,  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent,  that  the  decree 
on  further  direction  in  the  amicable  suit  at  the  Rolls 
was  a  bar  to  the  said  information.  The  Vice-Chan- 
cellor,  however,  to  prevent  any  technical  difficulty 
being  raised  on  that  ground,  which  might  prevent  the 
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1 830.       argument  of  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  ge- 
Attoknet    ^^^^  question,  (which  his  Honour  was  pleased  to  say 
Gevb&al     "^as  a  question  of  great  importance,  intimiating  at  the 
Mill       same  time  that  the  validity  of  the  bequest  would  pro- 
and  another.  y^^yAy  be  Supported,)  suggested  that  he  would  allow 
the  demurrer  to  be  withdrawn,  in  order  that  the  Re- 
spondents might   plead   the  said  decree  on  further 
directions,  in  bar  to  the  said  information,  and  that  the 
Appellants  should  present  a  petition  to  have  the  said 
decree,  on  further  directions,  re-heard  upon  appeal  at 
the  same  time  with  the  plea.     This  suggestion  was 
adopted,  and  the  Respondents  put  in  a  plea  of  the 
decree  on  further  directions  at  the  Rolls,  while  the 
Appellants  presented  their  petition  for  rehearing  of 
that  decree. 
16  Mav  1827.      On  the  14th  day  of  May  1827  the  information  and 
the  plea,  and^  the  plea,  together  with  the  petition  of  re-hearing,  came 
SJlS^lSr?^  on  to  be  heard  together  before  the  Lord  High  Chan- 
pealed  from,     cellor,  Lord  Lyndhurst,  when  his  Lordship,  on  the 

1 6th  of  May  1 827}  was  pleased  to  order  that  the  plea 
should  be  allowed,  and  the  petition  of  re-hearing  be 
dismissed. 

Against  this  decision,  which  is  of  so  much  import- 
ance, not  only  from  its  defeating  this  national  Scotch 
charity,  but  from  its  general  consequences  as  it  affects 
parties  connected  at  once  with  both  parts  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  an  appeal  is  humbly  made  to  your  Lord- 
ships ;  and  it  is  trusted  that  your  Lordships  will 
reverse  these  orders,  for  the  following  amongst  other 
reasons : 

First. — Because  it  is  the  established  doctrine  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  to  give  effect  to  a  bequest  to  lay 
out  money  in  the  purchase  of  land  in  Scotland  for  a 
charitable  purpose  to  be  executed  in  that  country,  where 
such  bequest  occurs  in  an  English  will. 
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Secondly. — Because,  in  all  questions  on  the  construe* 
tion  of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  where  two  modes  occur, 
by  either  of  which  the  will  may  be  complied  with,  by 
ene  of  which  modes  the  gift  would  be  defeated  by  the 
operation  of  the  statute,  while  by  the  other  mode  the 
statute  would  not  apply,  the  Court  has  looked  merely 
to  that  mode  by  which  the  charitable  purpose  can  be 
effected  ;  and  this  principal  is  applicable,  not  merely 
to  cases  where  the  trustees  have  by  the  words  of  the 
will  an  express  authority  to  adopt  either  mode,  but 
where  (as  in  this  case),  from  circumstances  appearing 
on  the  face  of  the  will,  that  option  can  be  reasonably 
implied. 

Thirdly. — Because  it  is  a  forced  construction  of  the 
will  of  a  Scotchman  (even  if  he  were  domiciled  in 
England),  where  he  bequeaths  money  to  Scotch  trus- 
tees to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  of  which 
the  rents  are  to  be  paid  to  persons  in  Scotland,  to  hold 
that  the  trustees  have  no  authority  or  option  to  pur- 
chase land  in  Scotland,  even  if  the  persons  entitled  to 
the  rents  should  require  it  For  in  the  case  of  such 
a  bequest,  if  the  trustees,  without  the  direction  of  any 
Court,  should,  from  motives  of  convenience  to  them- 
selves and  the  parties  beneficially  interested,  have  laid 
out  the  money  on  land  in  Scotland,  it  is  difficult  to 
conceive  on  what  principle  such  a  purchase  could  be 
held  a  breach  of  trust,  and  still  more  difficult  to  con* 
ceive  by  what  rule  of  equity  they  could  be  compelled 
to  rescind  such  a  purchase  in  order  wholly  to  defeat 
the  object  of  the  trust. 

The  cause  was  heard  in  the  House  of  Lords,  on  the 
6th  March  1830,  and  the  cases  of  Curtis  v.  Huttofij 
14  Ves.  537,  and  Grimmett  v.  Grimmett^  Amb.  210, 
were  cited. 


1830. 

Attoehey 
General 

V. 

Mill 
and  another. 
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14  Oct.  1831.  Lord  Lyndhurst : — The  question  in  this  case  is,  whe- 
Judgmenu  thcr  a  bequest  in  a  will  is  not  void  by  the  statute  of 
mortmain.  The  testator,  David  Mill,  was  born  in 
Montrose,  in  Scotland,  where  he  resided  several  years. 
He  then  went  to  the  West  Indies,  where  he  amassed 
considerable  proper^.  In  1786  he  returned  to  his 
native  country,  and  again  took-  up  his  residence  in 
'  Montrose.  •  In  1791  he  came  to  London,  and  being 
soon  after  seized  with  illness,  he  in  December  of  that 
year  made  the  will  in  question,  and  in  1805  died  at 
£ath.  The  testator  had  no  real  estate  in  England  or 
Scotland. 

By  this  will  the  testator,  after  directing  payment  of 
debts/ &c.,  and  bequeathing  various  legacies,  gave  all 
the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees, 
upon  trust  to  invest  such  part  of  his  said  estate  as 
should  not  then  consist  of  real  estate  in  the  purchase 
of  lands  or  rents  of  inheritance  in  fee  simple,  which 
purchase  he  directed  to  be  made  in  the  names  of  the 
trustees ;  and  there  was  a  clause  to  preserve  and  con- 
tinue a  perpetual  succession  in  the  lands  and  rents  in 
trustees,  for  the  intent  and  purpose  mentioned  in  a 
separate  instrument  in  the  will  mentioned  to  be  executed 
by  him,  and  to  bear  even  date  with  his  will.  By  this 
separate  instrument  the  trust  was  declared  to  be  for  the 
charitable  purposes  therein  mentioned,  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  this  bequest  was  legal,  and  that  de- 
pends upon  whether  the  trustees  had  the  option  to 
purchase  real  property  in  Scotland. 

The  cause  came  before  me  in  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
and  I  did  not  then  see,  nor  can  I  now  see,  that  the  tes- 
tator contemplated  the  purchase  of  real  property  in 
Scotland ;  and  then  it  comes  to  be  a  purchase  of  real 
property  generally,  to  be  vested  in  trustees  for  cha- 
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ritable  purposes,  in  which  case  the  bequest  is  void  by 
the  statute  of  mortmain. 

This  case  came  before  Sir  W.  Grant  at  the  Rolls, 
but  the  point  now  in  question  was  not  then  raised. 
When  the  cause  came  before  me  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  I  considered  that  the  instrument  did  not 
lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  testator  contemplated 
the  purchase  of  land  in  Scotland.  He  speaks  of  lands 
in  fee  simple^  which  is  an  English  expression ;  and  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  purchase  of  lands  in  Scotland  was 
not  in  his  contemplation.  I  therefore  advise  your 
Lordships  to  affirm  the  judgment. 


issi. 
* — V— ' 

Attoenet 

Geneeal 

«• 

Mill 

and  another. 


Judgment  affirmed.    (No  costs). 
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APPEAL 

FROM   THE   COURT   OF   SESSION. 
15  September  ScOTT  ....        Appellant 

Jf^  Allnutt  -        .        -        -      Respondent. 

Heir  ofEntail, 

Intere8t.      A  portion  of  an  entailed  estate  is  sold  by  the  heir  in  posses- 
AMiii^v"'       ^^^^  ^^^  ^®  redemption  of  the  land-tax,  and  the  surplus- 
money  is  invested  in  terms  of  the  statute.    The  heir  of 
entail  next  entitled  sells  for  valuable  consideration  his 
reversionary  and  contingent  right  to  the  interest  of  this 
fund,  and  assigns  it  to  the  purchaser  by  a  deed  prepared 
in  the  English  form,  and  executed  in  England*  where  the 
parties  were  domiciled,  but  without  the  solemnities  required 
by  the  law  of  Scotland. 
Held  by  the  House  of  Lords,  affirming  a  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Session,  that  the  interest  of  the  money  was  moveable  pro- 
perty, and  was  well  assigned  by  the  English  deed,  comitate 
gentium. 
Note. — ^The  interest  in  this  case  was  taken  at  a  specific  sum, 
and  the  seller  engaged  to  make  good  that  sum,  in  case  the 
actual  interest  should  fall  below  it,  and  a  question  was 
raised  whether  this  not  a  grant  of  an  annuity,  in  which 
case  the  deed,  to  be  valid  by  the  English  law,  must  be 
memorialized.    But  no  opinion  given  on  that  point. 

In  1806  the  then  Lord  Elibank,  by  authority  of  the 
Land-tax  redemption  Act  (42  Geo.  3,  c.  116),  sold  the 
farm  of  Redhouse,  part  of  the  entailed  estate  of  Bal- 
lencrieff,  for  the  redemption  of  the  land-tax.  The  farm 
sold  for  13,150/.,  which,  after  redeeming  the  land-tax, 
left  a  surplus  of  11,801  /.  This  surplus  was,  in  terms 
of  the  statute,  vested  in  trustees,  who  were  to  pay  the 
interest  of  that  sum  to  the  heir  of  entail  in  possession 
until  the  uioney  should  be  re-iavested  in  land. 
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In  1816  the  Hon.  Alexander  Murray,  son  of  Lord  I83i- 
Elibank,  and  next  heir  of  entail,  assigned  to  the 
Respondent,  John  AUnutt^  esq.,  of  Clapham  Common, 
in  the  county  of  Surrey,  his  reversionary  and  contin- 
gent right  to  the  interest  or  annual  rent  of  10,600  L  of 
the  above-mentioned  surplus-money,  for  the  price  of 
%Q35  Lf  which  was  immediately  paid  to  him.  The 
deed  of  assignation  was  prepared  in  the  English  form, 
and  executed  in  London,  where  the  parties  were  domi- 
ciled, but  was  not  executed  with  the  solemnities  re- 
quired by  the  law  of  Scotland. 

The  interest  was  taken  at  530/.  per  annum,  and  the 
indenture,  upon  a  recital  that  Mr.  Murray  had  agreed, 
in  case  the  interest  should  by  any  means  be  reduced 
below  that  sum,  to  make  up  the  income  or  produce  to 
the  whole  sum  of  530  /.,  assigned  to  Mr.  AUnutt  all  the 
right  and  interest  of  the  said  Alexander  Murray  in 
and  to  the  foresaid  annual  rent. 

This  assignation  was  duly  intimated  to  the  statutory 
trustees. 

Lord  Elibank  died  in  1820,  and  Mr.  Murray  suc- 
ceeded to  the  title  and  to  the  entailed  estate  of  Ballen- 
crieff. 

In  1824,  Lord  Elibank,  the  son,  executed  a  trust- 
deed  to  Mr.  Scott,  the  Appellant,  of  the  whole  of  his 
property,  for  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  also  an  ea?  facie  absolute  disposition  of 
the  estate  of  Ballencrieff.  In  the  same  year  Mr.  Scott 
raised  an  action  of  multiple  poinding  in  the  names 
of  the  statutory  trustees,  and,  under  the  trust-deed 
and  disposition,  claimed  among  other  things  the  in- 
terest assigned  to*  Mr.  AUnutt,  the  Respondent. 

After  some  intermediate  proceedings,  the  Lord  Or- 
dinary (Mackenzie)  pronounced  the  following  interlo-> 
cutor,  of  date  29  September  1825 :    ''  The  Lord  Or- 
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1831.       dinary  having  considered  the  memorials  for  the  parties 
"scoTT       ^^^  whole  process,  finds  that  the  claim  of  Mr.  John 
V-  AUnutt  is  preferable  upon  the  interests  arising  from 

^'  the  sum  of  10,600/.  libelled,  so  far  as  the  said  inte- 
rests are  in  medio  in  this  process."  To  this  interlocu- 
tor his  Lordship  added  the  following  note :  ^*  The 
assignment  of  AUnutt  seems  sufficient  as  an  assigna- 
tion of  the  interests  payable  to  Lord  Elibank  by  the 
trustees,  and  rents  of  lands  to  be  purchased  by  them. 
The  Lord  Ordinary  thinks  the  intimation  to  the  trus- 
tees sufficient,  so  far  as .  relates  to  interests,  even  be- 
fore the  succession  of  the  present  Lord  Elibank ;  and 
the  after  proceedings  likewise  seem  equivalent  to  in- 
timation to  the  trustees.  The  Lord  Ordinary  does 
not  think  that  an  assignation  of  interests  or  rents 
needs  to  be  intimated  every  term.  Holding  this, 
then,  the  Lord  Ordinary  sees  no  farther  question  in 
respect  to  the  interests  which  accrued  before  the  con*, 
veyance  to  Mr.  Scott.  In  respect  to  the  interests  ac- 
cruing after  that  conveyance,  the  Lord  Ordinary 
thinks,  that  if  Lord  Elibank  had  voluntarily  made  a 
conveyance  to  his  creditors,  evacuating  the  right  he 
had  previously  for  value  granted  to  AUnutt,  this  would 
have  been  very  wrong ;  but  the  Lord  Ordinary  is  sa- 
tisfied his  Lordship  neither  intended  to  do,  nor  has 
done  this.  The  proviso  in  the  general  disposition 
seems  sufficient  to  exclude  this.  If  the  assignation  of 
interests,  &c.  to  AUnutt  had  been  in  security  of  a 
debt,  this  proviso  clause  must  expressly  have  sup- 
ported it  against  being  cut  down  by  the  conveyance 
to  Scott;  and  in  fair  interpretation,  the  Lord  Ordi- 
nary thinks  the  clause  must  equaUy  support  the  actual 
assignation  to  Allnutt,  though  it  gave  him  right  to  the 
interests,  &c.  directly.  But  further,  the  Lord  Ordi- 
nary does  not  think  that,  in  the  circumstances  of  this 
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cas^y  there  was  room  for  evacuating  AUnutt's  assigna-  issu 
tion  to  the  interests  by  any  right  that  Lord  Elibank  ^^^ 
did,  or  indeed  could  at  this  time  grant.  The  Lord  ^  «• 
Ordinary  understands  that  an  assignation  of  rents  may 
be  evacuated  by  a  disposition  and  infeftment  in  the 
lands  yielding  the  rents,  granted  to  a  third  party. 
And  perhaps  this  may  hold  even  in  the  case  of  a  dis" 
position  and  infeftment  granted  by,  and  limited  to 
the  life  of  an  heir  of  entail,  though  that  seems  open 
to  some  question.  But  here  there  were,  in  relation  to 
the  present  question,  no  lands  for  Lord  Elibank  to 
dispone,  or  Mr.  Scott  to  take  infeftment  in.  The 
lands  of  Redhouse  had  been  sold,  and  the  price  was 
vested  in  judicial  trustees,  who  held  for  the  purposes, 
— (1.)  of  pa3dng  the  interest  to  Lord  Elibank  till  land 
was  acquired ; — (2.)  of  vesting  the  capital  in  land,  to 
be  taken  to  the  series  of  heirs  of  entail,  and  under  the 
entail.  Now,  as  to  the  latter  purpose,  it  does  not  ap- 
pear to  the  Lord  Ordinary  that  Lord  Elibank  could  con- 
vey over  any  right  to  Mr.  Scott,  or  to  any  body.  The 
duty  of  the  trustees  still  appears  to  remain  unchanged 
in  that  respect.  They  must  convey  the  lands,  not  to 
Mr.  Scott,  but  to  the  heirs  of  entail.  In  respect  to 
the  former,  the  purpose  of  the  trust  was  already  qua- 
lified by  the  assignation  of  the  interests  to  Allnutt, 
and  intimation  thereof  to  the  trustees,  which  made  it 
the  duty  of  the  trustees  to  pay  these  interests  to  AU- 
Dutt,  not  to  Lord  Elibank.  And  after  that.  Lord 
Elibank  could  not  dispone  to  Mr.  Scott  any  right  to 
these  interests." 

To  this  interlocutor  the  Lords  of  the  Second  Divi- 
sion adhered  (l6th  November  1827)»  ^d  from  these 
Interlocutors  Mr.  Scott  appealed,  and  contended  that 
they  ought  to  be  reversed  for  the  following  among  other 
reasons : 
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1831.  I.  Lord  Elibank's  right  ia  the  surplus  prke'^Qf  jEsd^ 

Scott       l^OQse,  and  the  interests  anaiially  accruiDg^  i»«airea^ 
V-  __     not  a  personal  right :  it  is,  to  all  intents  and  pucposedj 
heritable,  not  moveable  •  / 

IL  No  deed  that  is  not  execnted  according  tot^a 
solemnities  of  the  law  of  Scotland  is  effectual  to  ceny 
Scotch  heritage,  or  any  right  affecting  Scotdb  herita^ 
or,  generally,  any  real  or  heritable  subject  or  right  ia 
Scotland ;  and  therefore  the  deed  of  indenture,'  km 
which  the  Respondent  claims,  which  is  a  deed  uoques^ 
tionably  executed  without  these  solemnities,  must  be 
altogether  ineffectual  to  carry  or  transmit  J^rd  Eli- 
bank's  liferent  interest  in  the  surplus  price  of'Red^ 
house,  which  is  not  a  personal,  but  a  real  xx  3ieriti^le 
subject. 

III.  There  cannot  be  the  least  doubt  that  Ae^this^ 
deed,  upon  which  the  Appellant  founds,,  and  hiv  iiSetlh 
meat  in  the  entailed  estate,  is  aufficictat  te  Canfy^  f^i. 
behoof  of  creditors,  Lord  Elibank'a  right  and*  interesl^. 
as  heir  of  entail  in  the  heritable  bond ;:  add^HCjeiiae^'* 
quently,  if  the  prior  assignment  iorMn  ADnuttlB'fflvdiiiyj 
shall  be  held  ineffectual  to  attach  thatrighi  thftiiApH: 
pellant  is  clearly  entitled  to  be  preferred*  to  tfae^fdad)^ 
m  medioj  and  his  preference  in  this  actioic  triU'aseer^ 
tain  his  preferable  right  to  the  annual  rents 'thkt  nay^ 
in  future  accrue. 

IV.  The '  disposition  in  favour  of  the  •  Appellfltot, 
completed  by  infeftment,  having  been  granted  b^^  Lafrd 
Elibank  after  hia  Lordship  had  succeeded  to  and  was 
in  right  of  the  entailed  estate,  is  clearly  preferable  to 
the  assignatiou  ia  favour  of  the  Respondent,  which 
was  granted  long  before  bis  Lordship's  soccessian, 
and  when  his  right  to  the  entailed  estate,  indudang 
his  right  to  the  surplus  price  of  Redholise,  was  art  i^ 
thing  in  possession,  but  a  mere  matter  in  expfetancy. 
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at  once  future  and  contingent,  and  over  which  he  had       1831. 
no  power  when  he  granted  the  deed  in  favour  of  the 
Respondent. 

V.  There  is  no  ground  for  maintaining  that  the  as* 
signation  in  favour  of  the  Respondent  can  be  effectual 
as  an  assignation  to  maills  and  duties,  in  competition 
with  the  conveyance  by  disposition  and  infefbnent,  in 
favour  of  the  Appellant. 

For  the  Respondent  it  was  contended,  that  the  judg- 
ment ought  to  be  affirmed  for  the  following  among 
other  reasons : 

I.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  interest  in  question 
was  at  all  conveyed  to  the  Appellant,  or  intended  to 
be  so  by  Lord  Elibank  ;  the  trust-deed  is  quite  general^ 
and  contains  no  specification  of  any  subject  whatever. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  special  disposition  which  fol- 
lowed the  trust-deed  was  merely  a  conveyance  to  the 
Appellant  of  the  entailed  estate  of  Ballencrieff  and 
others,  with  the  parts,  pendicles  and  pertinents  of  that 
estate,  and  all  right,  title  and  interest  which  Lord  Eli- 
bank had  in  the  estate,  as  heir  of  entail,  during  his 
lifetime.  It  is  very  true  that  the  Appellant  attempted 
to  show  that  the  surplus  price  of  Redhouse  was  a  part 
or  pertinent  of  the  estate  of  Ballencrieff,  because  it  is 
ultimately  destined  to  the  heirs  of  entail ;  but  this  is  a 
complete  fallacy.  The  farm  of  Redhouse  was,  no 
doubt,  at  one  time  a  part  of  the  estate  of  Ballencrieff, 
and  a  special  conveyance  of  the  estate  of  Ballencrieff 
at  that  time  would  of  course  have  carried  the  farm  of 
Redhouse.  But  that  farm  having  been  sold  under  the 
statute,  was  then  no  part  of  the  estate ;  and  as  to  the 
surplus  price  arising  from  its  sale,  though  ultimately 
intended  for  the  heirs  of  entail,  it  was  in  the  mean  time 
vested  in  the  statutory  trustees  under  the  authority  of 
the  Court* 

VOL.  II.  £  E 
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1 8S 1 .  AH  that  Lord  Elibank  cduid  at  any  time  have  coi^ 

veyed  was  the  right  of  drawing  the  annual  iiltertet 
of  the  surplus  price,  as  a  personal  claim  agaimt  the 
trustees ;  but  eyeh  this  was  not  made  over  to-lihe  Ap« 
pellant  It  is  no  doubt  true,  that  the  general  tettm 
of  the  trust  deed  were  sufficiently  bmad  to  hav6>con« 
veyed  this  personal  right  to  the  Appellant^  had  it 
remained  with  Lord  Elibank  at  its  date ;  )!>ut  having 
been  previously  conveyed  to  the  Respondent,  it  was 
not  carried  by  the  general  terras  of  the  trust  deed  in 
favour  of  the  Appellant ;  on  the  contrary,  it  appears 
that  a  clause  was  introduced  into  that  trust  deed, 
saving,  in  the  most  express  terms,  all  rights,  and  even 
preferences  or  securities,  previously  granted  by  his 
Lordship,  which  it  was  declared  shall  remain  entire, 
and  in  the  same  situation  in  every  respect  as  they 
stood  before  the  execution  of  this  trust  right 

IL  Supposing  it  had  been  intended  by  LoHi 
Elibank  to  have  conveyed  the  interest  in  question  to 
the  Appellant,  and  that  it  had  been  conveyed  td  hini' 
in  the  most  express  terms,  it  would  haVe  beed  of  no 
avail ;  for  the  Respondent  was  entided  t6  a  preferefiK^e; 
in  virtue  of  the  previous  indenture  or  a^sigiiatida 
thereof  by  Lord  Elibank  in  his  favour,  the  intirn&ti^ii 
of  which  to  the  statutory  trustees,  first  extrajudicially 
a  few  days  after  its  date,  and  afterwards  judicially  by 
its  production  in  the  first  process  of  multiplepoinditig, 
had  divested  Lord  Elibank  thereof,  and  completed  the 
Respondent's  right  to  it,  long  before  the  deeds  in  the 
Appellant's  favour  had  any  existence. 

The  following  authorities  were  referred  to  in  the 
cases.  For  the  Appellant,  Ersk.  B.  IL  t.  2,  s.  3  j 
Voet,  tom.  1,  lib.  1,  t  4,  pars.  2,  s.  11.  For  the  Re* 
Spondent,  Ersk.  B.  III.  tit.  2,  ^.  40.  Craujurd  v. 
Craufurd^   Mor.  Diet.  p.  4486;   Durrit  V.  Cautts^ 
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Mim.  Ddct  p; £59iff ;  Erskw  B.  IIL  tit  8,  B.17i  Mor.  i85i. 
|>^  4^1,  voce  Foreign;  Mor.  p.  5465,  voice  hetitkhh 
and' nioVeaU^ ;  Mor-p^.^SOl,  xvce^  Foreign ;  Mor.  pn 
45QS }  £isk«  B.  in.  tit  2,  a.  40;  Mor*  p.  JSQy  voce 
Acrestmeiit;  lyior.  p.  l6£-3^  voce  Trust ;  Mor.  p«  871- 
2,  voce  Assignation;  Mor.  p.  872;  £rsk.  B.  IIL 
tit  5|;s«  4tj 

In. the  course  of  the  acgument  in  th^  House  of  Lords^ 
one  point  was  taken«foff  the  Appellant  which  had  not 
been  at  aU  raised  in  the  Court  below^  and  that  was  that 
the  aasignation  was  bad  even  as  an  English  deed,  he- 
caiise  it  waa  not  merely  the  assignment .  of  the  interest 
of  the  J0»6Q0/.  whatever  that  might  b^,  but  a  grant 
of  an  annuity  of  530  /.,  for  Lord  Elibank  engaged  to 
make  good. that  snm  in  case  the  interest  of  the  money 
£^  $hoir|  of  it  ^d  that  being  the  grant  of  an  annuity, 
it  was  not  available  a&  sucfa^  not  having  been  memo- 
rialized. 

.  Xhc^eau&e  waaJbeard  on  the  15  th  September  1831, 
when  the  following  Judgment  was  given : 
:  .  Jjfvd  Chancellor : — Although  a  great  deal  of  argu« 
tneot  hast  been  used,  and  a  great  deal  of  acuteness  and 
subtlety  have .  been  displayed  by  the  Counsel  for  the 
Appellant,  my  opinion  in  favour  of  the  judgment  of 
thei  Court  below,  which  I. have  indicated  in. the  course 
of  the.  argument,  has  not:  been  shaken;  I,  however^ 
allowed  the  Counsel  for  the  Respondent  to  proceed,  on 
the.principle  that  the  decisicm  might  be  more  satisfactory 
to  the  parties  if  we  went  through  the  whole  case,  and 
not!  because  I  myself  entertained  any  doubt  on  the 
subject  We  have  now  the  advantage  of  having  heard 
^  Respondent's  Counsel,  and  also  the  Appellant's 
Counsel. in  reply. 

•    I  da  not  go  on  one  ground,  which  one  or  two  of  the 
Judges  seem  ta  haMe  taksaa^  vi^«  that  Lord  Elibank  dici 

E  £  2 
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1 83 1.      not  intend  by  the  instniment  of  1 824  to  cut  down  flnl 

^^^^     of  1816.    The  question  is  not  what  he  intended^  bat 

«-  what  has  he  done  in  point  of  law,  the  effect  of  tke«h 

J^  t-IJff  H  TT 

strument .  being  to  be  collected .  from  what>a(ppeart 
within  its  four  comers,  and  from  the  powers'  of  the 
party  executing  jt. 

It  is  absurd  to  talk  of  intention  either  to  cut  down-or 
not  to  cut  down ;  the  question  is,  what  has  he  in  fact 
done,  whether  he  meant  it  or  not 

That,  however,  seems  to  be  introduced  merely  as 
garnish.  The  question  is,  what  is  the  effect  of  this 
assignation.  A  portion  of  the  estate  of  Ballencrief 
was  sold  for  the  redemption  of  the  land-tax,  and  it  is 
rather  extraordinary  that  about  thirteen  times  as  much 
was  sold  as  was  requisite  for  that  purpose.  The  sur- 
plus was,  by  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  to  be  in* 
vested  in  other  lands,  to  go  to  the  heirs  of  entail,  and 
it  is  said  that  the  money  is  consequently  heritable. 
But  the  question  here  is,  not  whether  the  principal  is 
heritable,  but  how  are  you  to  deal  with  the  interest  of 
the  money  in  the  interval  between  the  time  of  the  sale 
and  the  new  investiture,  and  whether  this  is  a  valid 
assignment  of  the  interest  of  that  fund.  The  money 
is  heritable,  because  it  goes  to  the  heir,  and,  no  doubt. 
Lord  Elibank  could  not  have  aliened  the  principal 
fund.  But  the  interest  is  substantially  moveable,  and 
belonged  to  Lord  Elibank  personally,  and  he  had  a 
right  to  assign  it.  Upon  the  whole,  I  would  advise 
your  Lordships  to  affirm  the  judgment 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note. — The  Respondent's  Counsel  applied  for  costs, 
but  the  Lord  Chancellor  intimated  that  he  did  not  think 
it  a  case  for  costs,  since  if  the  ground  that  this  was 
an  annuity,  and  as  such  required  to  be  memorialized, 
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had  been  taken  below,  and  a  question  had  arisen  on       issi. 
which  of  the  parties  the  anw  of  proof  as  to  the  me*      ^scotiT 
iMriaAizuig  rested  (as  to  whieh  he  gave  no  opinion)  the         v. 
Respondent  might  have  found  himself  in  some  jeopardy.     Aluivtt. 
It  was  to  be  considered  also,  that  one  of  the  Judges 
did  npt  appear  to  be*  fully  confident  that  the  decision 
was  right 
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APPEAL 

30  September,  FROM   THE   COtJfLT  OF  EXCHEQUER. 

21  October, 

vif.^  Hicks  and  anothvh       •    .  JppelUn^* 

Laod-Tax  MoRANT   .  -  -  -  Rtsp&adod, 

Redemption.  '' 

Laches. 

Acquiescence.  Sale  ia  i8oo,  by  the  testamentary  guardians  of  Mn  an  infant, 

of  some  lots  of  his  land,  to  redeem  the  land-tax.  H.  pur- 
chases one  of  the  lots,  and  pays  the  price  into  the  hands  of 
his  own  agent,  who  was  also  agent  for  the  vendors,  bnt  the 
agent  neglects  to  pay  it  into  the  Bank  in  the  terms  of  the 
Land-tax  Redemption  Act.  M.  comes  of  age  in  1807,  and 
afterwards  accounts  with  the  agent  aa  if  the  agent  were  Us 
debtor,  for  the  purchase^  money  paid  by  H. ;  and  the  agent 
not  being  able  to  pay,  ilf.,  in  1825,  brought  his  ejectment ; 
and  the  Appellants,  representatives  of  ff.,  filed  their  bill  in 
the  Exchequer  to  restrain  proceedings  in  the  ejectment, 
and  to  compel  ilf.  to  complete  the  title.  Bill  dismissed 
by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  (Alexander),  and  the  judgment 
aflSrmed  by  the  Lords,  principally  on  the  ground  that  //• 
all  along  knew  that  the  money  had  not  been  paid  into  the 
Bank,  and  that  that  vras  not  done  which  was  neoeasary  to 
give  validity  to  his  title. 

In  1794,  Morant,  when  an  infant  of  sevea  years  of 
age,  became  seised  in  fee  simple,  on  the  death  of  bis 
father,  of  the  manor  of  Ringwood,  in  the  comity  of 
Southampton.  By  his  father's  will  testamentary  guar- 
dians had  been  appointed,  and  they,  in  1800,  sold  a 
part  of  the  land  for  the  redemption  of  the  land-*tax  on 
the  estate.  This  portion  was  sold  in  diflferent  small 
lots,  one  of  which  consisted  of  three  cottages^  which 
were  purchased  for  138  /.  by  a  person  of  the  name  of 
Hicks,  whose  interest,  at  his  death  in  18S3,  became 
vested  in  the  Appellants. 
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f  Messrs.  Harbin  &  Cooper,  solicitors  at  Ringwood, 
conducted  the  sale  for  the  guardians,  and  were  also 
employed  by  Hicks  to  make  the  purchase,  and  to  pre- 
pare the  conveyance.  The  solicitors  prepared  the  con- 
veyance, vehich  was  dated  July  1803,  and  was  a  deed 
of  bargain  and  sale  in  a  form  adapted  to  a  sale  under 
the  Land-tax  Redemption  Act 

Hicks  entered  into  possession  immediately  after  the 
sale,  and  paid  up  the  purchase-money  to  the  solicitors 
in  1803,  to  be  by  them  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England 
to  the  account  of  the  National  Debt  Commissioners, 
in  the  terms  of  the  Act  of  Parliament.  The  solicitors, 
however,  did  not  pay  the  money  into  the  Bank.  Hicks 
remained  in  possession  till  bis  death  in  1823,  but  never 
took  steps  to  sise  to  the  proper  application  of  the  money, 
or  to  complete  the  tide. 

In  1804  the  partnership  of  Harbin  ^nd  Cooper  was 
dissolved,  and  Cooper,  to  whom  the  purchase-money 
had  been  paid  by  Hicks,  soon  after  became  insolvent. 

In  1808  the  Respondent  came  of  age,  and  soon 
after  called  for  an  account  and  particulars  of  the  sales. 
HarUii  did  not  deny  his  responsibility  for  the  money 
received  by  Cooper,  and  in  1813  he  stated  his  debt 
due  to  the  Respondent,  including  the  138  /•  paid  by 
Hicks^  at  466  /.  ;  and  to  secure  this  he  gave  the  Re- 
spondent a  mortgage  over  a  house  and  some  land, 
whidi,  as  afterwards  appeared,  was  of  no  value,  as  the 
premises  had  been  previously  incumbered  to  the  Re- 
spondent for  more  than  their  value.  Harbin  was 
unable  to  pay  ;  and  the  Respondent^  on  receiving  fr9m 
him  a  conveyance  of  his  equity  of  redemption  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  released  him  from  all  pecuniary 
dMumda. 

Ffom  the  time  of  the  sale  till  1823  both  Hicks  itnd 
Morant  paid  the  land-tax  on  their  estates,  so  that  both 
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Hicks 
aDd  another 
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%B$h      W6fo  aimre  AeX  the  pnvqfaase-iooiMjr  had  nofc  been 

'^[r^     lappliad  ta  the  redenptioa.  

Mi  i^n^her  la  189d)  Morant  braugbt  an  ejectment  agaiost  >tlife 
UoVaht.  AppeUants,  represeiitatives  of  Hicks ;  and  in  18069  the 
Appellants  filed  their  bill  in  the  Bxchi^aer  agttnat 
Moranty  prajdng  for  an  injunetion  and  Confirmation  of 
the  sale.  The  bill  M^as  diamissed  by  Lord  Chief  Buoii 
Alexander  on  the  ISth  June  1826 ;  and  the  injunclMMi 
which  had  been  granted  in  the  interim  ivaa  disserved. 

From  this  decree  the  Appellants  appealed  for  tkt 
following  among  other  reasons  : 

First,  Because  the  Respondent,  from  the  time  when 
he  came  of  age,  knowing  that  Kobert  Hicks  had  some 
years  before  entered  into  a  contcaiot  with  the  respective 
guardians  for  the  purchase  of  the  before-mentioned 
lot,  and  had  paid  his  purchase-money  to  the  agent  of 
the  vendors,  and  under  the  title  so  acquired  had  eor 
tejced  intD  possession  of  the  lot,  acquiesced  for  more 
than  sevaiteen  years  in  all  that  had  been  so  dotte  by 
his  guardians,  on  the  one  hand  never  questioning  or 
disturbing  the  possession  of  the  said  Robert  Hicks^ 
who  had  no  title  except  under  the  said  pnrchaae,  and 
on  the  other  hand  dealing  with  the  purchase^money:aB 
his  own^  and  without  any  communication  on  the  sab^ect 
being  made  to  the  said  Robert  Hicks,  and  thereby  ex- 
pressly adopting  the  said  contract  of  sale  and  purcliase. 

Second,  Recanse  the  purchase-money  paid  by  the 
^aid  Robert  Hicks,  being  in  the  hands  of  the  solicitor 
and  agent  of  the  Respondent,  was  for  many  years 
treated  and  recognized  in  the  dealings  and  accounts 
between  them  as  the  money  of  the  Respondent,  Sar 
which  his  agent  was  answerable  to  him,  and  was  not 
kept  apart  from  the  other  monies  of  the  Respondcmt, 
but  was  blended  with  the  general  mass  of  the  balance 
idue  to  the  Respondeat  from  his  agent. 
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Third;  Because  the  RespeiKient)  of  his  own  accord, 
and  without  any  communicatiaa .  whh  the  said  Robert 
Uicifs/took  from  his  agent  a  mortgage  security  for 
9u  general  balance,  of  which  the  pwchase-mon^  paid 
i^  die  ^aid' Robert  Hides  formed  a  part,  and  afterwards, 
liavingfiied  a  bili  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  accepted 
fromf  big  sig'ent  a  conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redem(>- 
<»on  in  satisfaction  of  th^  whole  debt  so  secured,  and 
rdeased  him  from  all  demands  in  tespect  of  the  same, 
by  which  transactidns  the  Whote  of  the  purchase  money 
of  the  lot  contracted  for  by '  Robert  Hicks  has  been 
satisfied  to  the  said  Respondent. 
' '  For  the  Respondent  it  was  contended,  that  the  judg- 
ment ought  to  be  affirmed  for  the  following  among 
other  reasons :         *  •   '       - 

First,  Because  Ae  premises  in  question  are  the 
property  of  die  RespbiAlent,  and  he  has  not,  by  any 
contract  'or  any  dealing  with  the  Appellants  or  their 
testator^  or  by  ^ny  other  means  (if  any  other  means 
iwonld'  be  sufficient)  given  them '  the  right  of  calling 
npoii  him  to  felinquish  that  property  to  them. 
^  "  Seeond,  Because  if  the  purchase-money  has  become 
lost  to  the  Appellants  or  their  testator,  that  loss  was 
occasioned  by  his  own  neglect,  and  is  in  no  manner 
imputable  to  the  Respondent 

The  cabse  was  heard  in  the  House  of  Lords  on  the 
SOth  September  and  1st  October,  and  argued  dhiefly 
on  the  ground  of  negligence  and  laches.  For 'the 
Respondent  it  was  contended,  that  there  was  laches 
in  not  seeing  to  the  due  application  of  the  purchase- 
money,  and  in  not  completing  bis  title  within  a  rea- 
sonable time ;  while  for  the  Appellants  it  was  con- 
tended, that  there  was  more  laches  on  the  part  of  the 
Respondent,  who  allowed  Hicks  to  remain  twenty*three 
years  in  possession  without  challenging  his  title ;  and 
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iBsr.       tbiA  at  any)  ceite.tiiet, Respondent  had  elected :t0  take 

Hici6       HaLrbin  as^  kio  debtor  for  the  purchase-moiiey,  cf  wbiehj 

wd  uotiier   k  was  aUeged^  hj»  acts  afforded  elear.  proof.  -  • 

9, 

Lord  Chancellor ;— This  is  an  appeal  from  a  jjudgf 
Judgment,  inent  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  (Alexander)  of  ^b^ 
Court  of  Exchequer.  The  bill  was  filed  in  that  Court 
by  the  representatives  of  Hicks,  to  restrain  Morant 
from  proceeding  in  his  ejectment,  and  to  compel  him 
to  complete  the  conveyance  to  Hicks,  which  was  still 
in^eri. 

The  case  is  this.  While  Morant  was  an  infant,  his 
testamentary  guardians  sold  some  lots  of  his  estate,  in 
order  to  redeem  the  land-tax.  Hicks  became  the  pur- 
chaser of  one  of  these  lots.  The  price  ought,  in  the  termi^ 
of  the  Land-tax  Redemption  Act,  to  have  been  paid 
into  the  Bank  of  England,  to  the  accojont  of  the  Na* 
tional  Debt  Commissioners ;  and  in  deficit  of  this,  the 
conveyance  is  made  void  by  the  act,  even  although  it 
should  be  completed  at  law.  Although  the  pvirchas^r 
should  have  paid  the  price  to  his  own  agent,  or  the 
agent  of  the  vendor,  stilU  if  the  money  is  not  paid 
into  the  Bank  of  England,  as  directed  by  the  Act,  tjie 
title  is  void.  This  was  what  happened  here.  Hicks 
paid  the  purchase-money  to  his  agent,  who  was  also 
the  agent  of  the  vendor ;  but  the  agent  did  not  pay  it 
into  the  Bank,  and  therefore  the  title  was  at  law  inva«» 
lid  and  void. 

The  sale  took  place  in  1800.  Morant  came  of  age 
in  1807 ;  smd  after  the  lapse  of  eighteen  years  from 
that  time^  being  within  two  years  df  the  time  when  his 
remedy  by  ejectment  would  have  expired,  he  brought 
the  ejectment,  to  restrain  which  this  bill  was  filed. 
The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  after  great  hesitation,  dismis- 
sed  the  bill ;  and,  on  the  whole,  I  am  disposed  to  con* 
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our  with  him,  although  not   on  exactly  the    same       issi. 
grounds.     The  question  was,  whether  Morant,  after      ^^ 
his  long  acquiescence  in  die  sale,  was  not  bound,  in    and  aoocher 
equity,  to  complete  the  conveyance.     The  Lord  Chief     morIbtt, 
Baron  thought  that  there  was  negligence  on  both  sides. 
But  the  lacheis  of  the  one  ^ut  of  possession  was  differ-  ' 

ent.frotn  that  of  the  other,  who  was  in  possession 
under  whatever  title.  I  look,  however,  very  much  to 
the  acts  of  the  purchaser.     Hicks  paid  the  money  to  ' 

his  agent,  who  was  also  the  agent  for  the  vendors; 
but  the  agent  did  not  pay  the  money  into  the  Bai^k, 
and  Hicks  knew  that  he  did  not  pay  it ;  he  knew  it, 
for  he  himself  continued  to  pay  the  land*tax  on  his  lot, 
which  he  would  not  have  done  if  the  land-tax  on  the 
whole  estate  had  been  redeemed.  I  wish  it  to  be  un- 
derstood, that  my  judgment  rests,  not  merely  on  the 
ground  that  the  moniey  was  not  paid  into  the  Batik, 
but  on  the  ground  that  Hicks  knew  that  that  was  xlot 
done  which  was  necessary  to  give  validity  to  his  title. 
I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  judgment  ought  to 
be  affirmed ;  but  in  consequence  of  the  doubts  pf  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron,  and  my  own  hesitation^  I  think 
that  no  costs  ought  to  be  given. 

Judgment  affirmed,  without  Costs. 
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14  October  NicoL        •       -        .        -        Affiant' 

J^5^  Vaughan  -        *        •        Rapondent.  • 

Bond.     Issue. 

Excepdon.    Jsgues  directed  by  M.  R.  as  to  a  Inpd  merely  upon  the  s^jc- 

.  mise  and  suggestioa  of  a  party,  the  bond  being  unobjec- 
tionable on  the  face  of  it.  and  all  the  evidence  as  to  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  had  been  obtained  being  be- 
fore his  Honour  upon  a  report,  made  after  inquiry  by  the 
Master.  The  Order  directing  the  issues  reversed  by  the 
House  of  Lords,  and  the  canse  reiaitted,  wiih  direotbns  to 
his  Honour  to  4<ecide  upon  the  nfiaiter  himself. 

Where  a  Master  reported  that. a  bond  was  voluntary,  and  a 
party  excepted,  on  the  ground  that  the  Master  ought  lo 

. ,  ]iave  reported  that  the  bond  was  partly  for  valuable  ^cpn- 
sidera^ion  and  partly  voluntaryi  and  the  party,  at  the  ar- 
gument on  the  exception,  offered  to  withdraw  it,  and  tp 
have  the  bond  considered  as  merely  voluntary,  as  reported 
by  the  Master,  his  Honour  the  M.  R.  was  of  opinibd  ^that 
the  party  was  bound  by  the  exception  to  suppoit  the  bAtd 
as  partty  for  valuable  consideration,  and  :r€^Eiifled.to>jdyow 
t^e  exceptiop  to  be  lyithdrawn. 

The  late  Geflo^g^  Nxcol,  of  Pall  Mall,  booksdler^  lad 
become  aoquaintdd  with  the  late  John  Duke  of  Hoi- 
burgh,  Mobile  the  latter  was  at  Eton  School^  and  an 
intimacy  was  contracted  which  continued  till  the  death 
of  the  latter.  Nicol  also  became  intimate  with  die 
Duke's  sisters,  the  Ladies  Essex  and  Mary  Ker,  and, 
aflter  their  brother's  death,  assisted  them  as  a  friend  in 
the  management  of  yarioas  l^al  proc^eedings  in  which 
they  were  concerned,  and  in  the  management  of  liietr 
affhirs  generally.     He  also  assisted  them  id  raiding 
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various  loans  of  money,  and  became  himself  bound  as        issi. 
a  security  for  the  repayment  of  the  money,  and,  in  par-       nkol 
ticular,  he  became  bound  as  to-security  with  them  to     ,,  v- 
Coutts,  the  banker,  in  a  bond  for  10,000/.     The  ser- 
vices -rendered  to  the  ladies  by  Mr.  Nicol  were  not, 
properly  speaking,  those  of  an  agent,  although  in  ren* 
dermg  them  he  incurred  a  great  loss  of  time,  and  some 
trouble  and  expense,  but  those  of  an  active  friend, 
such  as  described  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Brougham), 
who  had  been  once  the  counsel  in  some  of  their  suits. 
He  attended  and  made  suggestions  to  their  solicitors, 
and  became  the  medium  of  communication  between 
their  solicitors  and  them ;  and  he  attended  the  consul- 
tations of  their  counsel,  and  communicated  the  result 
to  the  ladies ;  and  in  this  way  he  became  extremely 
useful  to  them,  who  were,  as  his  Lordship  stated^  of 
retired  habits,  and  little  acquainted  with  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  world,  and  therefore  very  helpless,  and 
who  were  also  very  proud,  and  therefore  the  more 
helpless. 

Thie  ladies  proposed  to  give  Nicol  a  bond  forlS,OUO/., 
BXkA  he  f^ot  it  prepared  by  his  own  solicitor,  at  their 
rei|oest,  and  took  it  to  the  house  of  the  Lady  Essex 
Ker,  in  Oxford-street,  on  the  15th  of  July  1815,  where 
it  was  executed  of  the  same  date  by  both  the  ladies,  in 
the  presence  of  one  of  their  servants,  and  delivered  to 
NicoL  The  above-mentioned  bond  toCoutts  for  10,000/. 
was  executed  of  the  same  date. 

The  Lady  Essex  Ker,  who  had  survived  her  sister^ 
and  was  her  heiress-at-law  and  sole  next  of  kin,  on 
the  90th  of  August  1819  made  her  will,  and  named 
Sir  N.  W.  Vaughan  (the  Respondent),  and  another; 
her  executors.  By  this  will  she  left  a  legacy  of  2,000/1 
to  the  Appellant 
'   In  Hilary  Term  1822/  the  executors  filed  a  bill  in 
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is$t.  Chancery  against  the  heirs,  and  representatives  o£  ijbe 
testatrix^  praying  that  the  will  might  be  established, 
and  the  trusts  thereof  carried  into  execution,  and  the 
visual  accounts  taka:i4  .  In.  Easter  Term  1834,  the  jieirs* 
at-law.  of  Lady  Essex  Ker  filed  their  bill  in  Chancery 
agunst  the  executory  praying  that  it,  might  be  decreed 
that  th^  executors  should  admit  assets,  or  that  an  ac^ 
poiant  of  the  personal  estate  might  be  taken ;  and  oa 
^edOth  June. 1825,  the  usual  decree  was  made  in  both 
causes,  and  Nicol  brought  his  charge  upon  the  bond  for 
12,000  A  into  the  Master  s-office. 

In  the  discussions  upon  these,  cliaims  before  the 
Master,  it  was  suggested  for  the^  first  time  by  the  soUr 
citor  for  the  executor  of  Lady  Essex  Ker,  that  the 
bond  f^r  12,000/.  given  by .  the  Ladie^  Ker  to  Mr, 
Nicol  was  merely  an  indemnity  bond,  and  that  the 
3ame  had  been  given  by  the  said  Ladies  Kei;  tp  Mr. 
Nicol  only  as  an  indemnity  against  the  liabilites  he  had 
.entered  into  on  behalf  of  the  said  ladies,  in  becoming 
jointly  bound  with  them  for  securing  to  Messr^^Co^i^ , 
&  Company  the  sum  of  10,0001  The  charge  thus 
.made  against  the  validity  of  Mr.  Nicora  claim  to  re- 
cover the  whole  sum  of  12,000/.  and  interest  thereon, 
for  his  own  benefit,  was  unsupported  by  evjdence, 
pnless  the  accidental  circumstance  that  the  bond,  to 
^essrs*  Coutts  &  Company  for  10,000/.  bore  date 
the  same  day  with  the  bond  for  12,000/.  can  be  cou- 
sidered  as  affording  a  possible  inference  thai  such 
might  have  been  the  case.  The  point,  however,  was 
insisted  upon  by  the  solicitor  for  the  executor  of  the 
Lady  Essex  Ker ;  and  in  order  to  enable  the  Master 
more  fully  to  enter  upon  and  inquire  into  the  consir 
deration  of  the  said  bond  for  1 2,000 /.,.  and  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  it  was  given,  it  was  arranged 
|)etween  the  parties  in  the  said  three  causes  and  the 
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said  Mr.  Ntcol,  tbat  to  o^der  should  be  ob&fned  -ftu-  issi. . 
ihofiimgihe  said  Masfer  tc^inquire  into  all  the  circum-  nicol 
stance^  relating  to  the  said  bond  for  1S,000^,  and 
that  'Mp.  Nieol  should  be  examined  respectiog  the 
same;  aad  accordinglj,  on  theSSth  of  April  IS^Sy^  to 
Order  Ivas  pronounced  in  the  said  Court  of  Chancery, 
on  the  application  of  the  said  complainant.  Sir  Robert 
Williams  Vaughan,  and  oh  which  application  the  other 
patties  interested  appeared,  whereby  it  was  ordered, 
that  the  said  Master  should  be  at  liberty  to  inquire 
into  the  consideration  and  all  the  circumstances  rela<« 
tive  to  the  said  bond  for  12,000/.  And  whereby  it 
was  further  ordered,  that  the  said  complainants  in 
the^'satd  three  causes  should  be  at  liberty  to  examine 
the  ^id  George  Nicol  upon  interrogatories,  and  that 
the  said  George  Nicol,  and  the  said  complainants  in 
the  said  three  causes,  should  be  at  liberty  to  examine 
any  of  the  other"  parties  in  the  said  three  causes,  or 
wHttclsfees,  if  necessary,  rfelative  to  the  said  bond.  And 
by  the  same  Order,  it  was,  by  consent  of  all  parties, 
ordered,  that  the  said  George  Nicol  should  be  at  li- 
berty to  exhibit  interrogatories  for  his  own  examina* 
tioh,  and  that  he  the  said  George  Nicol,  and  all  par- 
ties, shbuld  produce  before  the  Master,  upon  oath,  all 
papers*  and  writings  relative  to  the  said  bond,  as  the 
Mastefr  should  direct. 

Ih  pursuance  of  the  last  Order,  interrogatories  were 
exhibited  by  the  Plaintiff,  Sir  R.  W.  Vaughan,  for 
the  examitiation  of  Mr.  Nicol  relative  to  the  circum^^ 
Mances  and  consideration  of  the  said  bond. 

On  tie  4th  day  of  August  1827,  Mr-  Nicol  was 
examined  ujpon  these  interrogatories  by  Master  Cox ; 
he  was  then  in  his  S^th  year,  and  the  examination  took 
place  liiiider  the  painfnl  circumstances  of  his  hieing 
confined  fo  his  bed  of  the  illness  of  which  he  died. 
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18SK  "■  Tlie  Master,  in  his  report,  set  outa  correspMdi!6£ie 
between  Ladies  Ker^sod  Kieol,  which  wss  pMldtK^A 
by  the  solicitor  of*  the  latter,  to  show'the  naforcfMof 
the  services  which  Nicol  had  rehdered  them,  ^afaif  ^Isd 
to  show  that  he  had  no  undue  influence^dl^  ihem; 
and  on  considering  the  letters,  the  examinstibni  df 
Nicol,  and  all  the  circnmstaBces  staled  ih-ihe^tifriort 
relative  to  the  10,000 /.  td  CoutCs,  he  certified  tkatW 
12^000/.  bond  was  not  a  bondqftHdefnnUj^,  bid  it>a$^ 
vobtntary  bond,  given  as  a  bounty  to  Nioot,  without  an^ 
consideration  having  been  paid  or  gitdm  bif  bimjar  the 
same. 

To  this  report  both  parlies  excepted  2  Va'vighan,  be^ 
cause  the  Master  had  not  certified  that  the  bond  was 
a  bdnd  of  indemnity ;  and,  Ntcol,  beca«Ke  he  had  not 
certified  that  it  was  a  bond  partly  for  gratuitous  ser^ 
vices,  and  partly  for  money  lent^  h^  havingi  adv^ddd 
some  small  sums  to  the  ladies,  for  V^4i^h,  '^y  i^^ree- 
ment  with  them,  he  had  destroyed  ther  voddharif 'o» 
receiving  the  bond.  •   ^    i:  ,!o4  v  ti/ 

la  June  1828,  George  Nkol  difd, 'klimigf>4tfs^ 
son,  (he  Appellant,  his  personal  TepimentQtKim^   ' '  ^ 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  on  the  eacbptitftlt,  Ibe 
Master  of  the  Rolls  intimated  his  opinion  ti/tie^'tkae 
the  i^ppeDant  was  bound  by  the  exception  io  4iip^rt 
his  bond  as  given  partly  for  services  and  portly  ibf 
money  lent;  upon  which  the  Appellant  offerr^  to' 
withdraw  his  exception,  and  to  have  the  bond  con« 
sid^red  as  simply  a  vohintary  bond,  or  as  a  remunera- 
tion for  voluntary  services ;  and  prayed  that  the  Master^ 
report  might  be  confirtned.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls 
would  not  allow  the  exception  to  be  withdrawn*  AH 
parties  who  could  give  any  additiclnal  evidence  as  to 
the  bond  being  dead,  the  Appellant  nioas  dedrdas  thut 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  having  the  whole  of  Ae  evi^ 
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i^9(Hfer^ejpM¥^hii9,'  should  deci<k  on  the  lOBrafe  wiitUout  iwii 
^Mrfi^v^  aoy  isBUe.  His  UoMiir,  howeter,  refused ; 
f^dj ,  h^  order^  d&ted  99  Juqo  lBfi9,  >  directed  the 
l^ljbicipg  i^ftues  to  be  tried  at  law,  (refoaing  to  dtreot 
t})p  f^fa^^atiou  of  G^oi^  Nicoi  to  be  read  for  the 
:^p^lfipt.  at  the  trial,) 

,vf|iroty:  >yhe&€C  the  said  bond  for  12,000/.  to  the 
aAld  •  (George  Nicol  waa  executed  by  the  said  Lady 
^a^^  jS^er  aod  Lady  Mary  Ker»  as  to  any  and  what 
pa^  th<^?(ol  for  senrtc^  peiforiaed  by  the  said. George 
li^icol  for.  the  said  Ladies  Essex  Ker  and  Mary  Ker,  or 
as  to  any  and  what  part  thereof  for  money  lent  and 
a4van!Qed by  faim  to  thesaid  Lady  Essex  Ker  and  Lady 
Mary  Ker. 

I  Secoiid,  Whether  the  said  bond  was  executed  by  the 
8%i4  Lady  Essex  Ker  and  Lady  Mary  Ker  as  to  any 
midwihtt  i^astof  the  same  as  a  bond  of  indemnity  to, 
tli^i&ilid^Cr^oiige  Nieol  in  respect  of  the  engagemeiilS: 
^c^lidMgiNr  widi  the  said  Lady  Essex  Ker  and  Lady. 
Mary  Ker,  in  a  bond  of  the  same  date  to  Messrs^ 
(Si)titt9ia(nd  .Coibpany  for  10,000  L;  or  in  respect  of  any 
other  engagemeiits  into  which  the  said  George  >Niool> 
hftA  .fOttrqd  >as  a  security  for  the  said  Ladies  Essex 
I{;e^ia^:Mary.Ker:  and 

t  ^^rdtf  Whether  the  said  bond  to  the  saidGforge 
I^jec^^was  !bo>any  and  what  partof  the  said  sum  of 
l^OQO/*  intended  by  the  said  Ladies  Essex  Ker  aad 
Maiy  Ker  as  a  gift  to  the  said  George  Niccd :  and  the 
representetives  of  the  said  George  Nicol  were  to  be 
Plaiattffir  in  the  first  and  last  of  the  said  issues ;  and 
the  Plaintiflb  in  Equity  were  to  be  the  D^endants  in 
those  issues ;  and  in  the  secopd  issue  the  Plaintiffs  in 
E<quity  were  to  bt  Plaintiffs  al  Law^  and  the  represent* 
tatXiYes jof  th4  said  George^Niool  to  be  Defendants  as 
L4^;\.lfh0i  sesj^actiKely^  were  forthwidi  to  name  an^ 
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1  ddi.  attorney,  appear  and  plead  to  issue  ;  and  it  was  ord^ered 
that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  settle  sueh 
issues  in  case  the  parties  differed  about  the  same; 
and  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Betteh*  urere  to 
be  at  liberty  to  indorse  any  mlitter  ^fcially  uponl  tibe 
postea ;  and  his  Honour  did  reserve  the  eonsiderxiiion 
of  all  further  directions,  and  of  the  costs  of  the  said 
suits,  in  like  manner  as  the  same  were  reserved  by  the 
said  former  decree,  until  after  the  trial  of  the  said 
issues ;  and  any  of  die  parties  were  to  be  at  liberty  to 
apply  to  the  Court  as  there  should  be  occasion. 

From  this  order  of  the  29th  June  1829,  directite^ 
the  issues,  the  Appellant  appealefd  for  the- following 
among  other  reasons : 

1st.  Because^  inasmuch  as  no  witnesses  are  now 
living  who  can  be  examined  viva  voce  on  the  trial  4f 
tbe  toid  three  issued,  or  any  of  them,  die  pireeise  tad 
only  question  which  could  properly  bd  made  the  8ul>- 
ject  of  an  issue  was  actually  before  bts  Honour  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  upon  argument  of  the  sa&d  ekcep^ 
tions  of  the  29th  of  June  1889^  and  therefore  no  issue 
was  necessary. 

Sd.  Because-  if  any  issue  were  directed,'  At  second 
issue  only  of  the  said  three  issues  was  proper  to  be 
directed. 

Sd*  Because  if  any  issue  were  directed,  th^  ord^ 
directing  the  same  ought  to  have  contained  a  direction 
that  the  aforesaid  ^xatnination  of  the  said  George  Nicol 
should  be  read  as  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Appe^ 
lant.  ' 

For  the  Respondent  it  was  contendedi  that  l^ere  was 
evidence  to  go  to  a  jury,  to  show  that  the  bond  was 
a  bond)  of  indemnity—^  that  it  was  a  bond  tBk€a  by  an 
agent— and  that  it  had  been  obtained  by  undue  in* 
fluence—  and  that  the  order  ought  to  be  confirmed. 
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Lord  Ckancell&r : — ^The  main  question  in  this  cai$e 
19,  whether  the  bond  given  to  Nicol  by  the  Ladies 
Essex  and  M&17  Ker  was  a  voluntary  gift,  or  a  bcwd 
of  iiMlemnity.     Nicol  had  been  on  intimate  terms  with 
their  brother/the  late  l>iike  of  Roxburgh,  and  by. that 
means  became  intims^te  with  the  rest  of  the  family, 
asid,  after  the    Duke's  deaths  he  performed  various 
friendly  services  for  the  ladies^  for  which  they  were 
under  great  obligations  to  him.     Both  the  ladies  exe- 
cuted this'  bond  to.  him^   and  the  Lady  Essex  Ker, 
who  survived  the  other,  left  him  S,000/.  by  her  wilL 
The  executors  filed  their  bill  to  have  the  will  estab- 
lished, and  for  the  usual  purposes  in  such  cases ;  and 
Nicol  claimed  both  the  legacy  of  2,000/.  and  the 
1^,000  /.  in  iktt  bond.     His  Honour  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  directed  a  rderence  to  the  Master,  to  inquire 
into  (he  circumstances  under  which  the  bond  had  been 
eafiacutedand  given*'    The  Master  made  the  inquiry; 
and  in  his  report  certified,  amongst  other  things,  that 
the  bond  in  -  question  was  not  a  bond  of  indemnity, 
faul  a  voluntary  one.    Thia  disposed  of  two  questimis : 
first,  that  the  bond  was  .voluntary ;  secondly,  that  it 
w«A  notra  bond  of  indemnity.     Nicol  excepted  to  this 
report,  ott  the  ground  that  it  ought  to  have  stated  that 
the  bond  was  partly  voluntary  and  partly  for  conside- 
ration ;  and  the  other  parties  excepted  to  it  inasmuch 
as  it  had  not  stated  that  the  bond  was  a  bond  of  in<- 
demnity.    The  Master  of  the  Rolls  then  directed  issues 
to  try  whether  the  bond  was  voluntary  in  the  whole, 
or  whether  it  was  partly  voluntary  and  partly  onerous, 
Co  use  the  language  of  the  Scotch  law;  and  next, 
whether  it  was  a  bond  of  indemnity.     In  the  present 
case,  as  there  are  abundant  assets,  it  matters  not  ivhe- 
ther  the  bond  be  wholly  voluntary,  or  partly  for  con- 
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183L       sideration;  and  the  material  question  in  the  cause  i«^ 

""^^     whether  this  was  a  bond  of  indemnity  ? 
«•  But  the  question  which  your  Lordships  have  at  pie** 

sent  to  determine  is,  whether  the  Master  of  the.RolU 
was  right  in  directing  the  issues  at  alL     On  that  point 
I  entertain  a  very  strong  opinion,  and  that  is,  that  you 
are  not,  merely  on  the  suggestions  and  surmises  of  a 
party,  to  direct  an  issue  to  try  whether  that  is  a  bond 
of  indemnity  which  does  not,  on  the  face  of  it».  in  the 
least,  purport  to  be  a  bond  of  indemnity,  more  espe« 
cially  when  there  is  no  parol  evidence  to  be  given  either 
way.     If  the  Respondents  say  that  this  is  a  bond  of 
indemnity,  which  does  not  on  the  face  of  it  purport  to 
be  any  such  thing,  the  burden  of  proof  lies  on  them ; 
and  so  it  does  on  all  parties  stating  objections  to  a  bond 
which  do  not  appear  on  the  face  of  it,  the  seal  taking 
away  all  question  as  to  the  consideration.     If  issues 
were  to  be  directed  in  these  cases  on  mere  suggestions 
and  surmises,  one  does  not  know  where  th^  would 
end,  as  some  objections  might  be  made  to  all  bonds. 
It  is  argued  that  the  bonds  were  executed  on  the  same 
day ;  but  then  they  were  for  different  sums :  and  as  to 
the  2,000/.  legacy,  the  will  of  Lady  Essex  Ker  makes 
no  reference  to  the  bond,  thereby  indicating  the  inten* 
tion  of  the  testatrix  to  give  the  2,000  /.  ultra  the  bond. 
Then  all  that  remains  to  show  that  this  is  a  bond  of 
indemnity  is  the  identity   of  date ;  and  it  is   going 
a  great  way  to  say  that  an  issue  should  be  directed  on 
so  very  slender  a  foundation.     I  would  propose,  there- 
fore, that  the  Order  be  reversed  ;  and  that  the  cause 
be  sent  back  to  his  Honour,  with  directions  to  go  into 
the  matter,  and  decide  the  question  on  the  letters  and 
the  other  evidence  before  him ;  thus  keeping  open  for 
the  Court  below  the  questions  of  whether  a  bond  of 
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mdemnitjr  or  not,  and  whether  Nicol  was  an  agent  for       issi. 
these  ladies,  &c.    These  questions  were  never  argued       j^^^^^ 
betew ;  and  your  Lordships'  directions  will  merely  be         »• 
ftir  his  Honour  to  deal  with  the  matter  himself,  instead 
of  siding  it  to  a  jnry. 

I^ord  Ljfndhurst : — I  agree  that  this  is  not  a  case  for 
an  issue,  as  the  whole  of  the  evidence  was  before  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  for  himself  to  decide  upon*  As 
to  the  question  whether  this  was  a  bond  of  indemnity, 
I  shall  say  little  as  to  that,  since  the  point  is  to  be  sent 
for  the  Court  below  to  decide  upon.  The  bond  on 
the  face  of  it  is  not  a  bond  of  indemnity,  and  die 
bnrden  of  proof  is  on  those  who  say  that  it  is  a  bond 
of  indemnity.  After  this  intimation  of  our  opinion, 
I  agree  that  the  matter  should  be  remitted  to  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  he  may  deal  with  it  as  he  may 
see  fit 

>  .Order  reversed,  and  the  cause  remitted  accordingly. 


r  F  3 


430 


CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 


APPEAL 
FROM   THC   COURT   OF.  EXCHEQUER   IN   IBELAVOD. 


1831. 

Pnicticc, 
TenaDts  in 

Tfiil  ia 

Riinainder. 

Limitation  of 

Suiu. 


^  j  Ablauts. 


The  Hon.  Edward  Mullins  and 

OTHERS     -  -  -  . 

against 
John  Toivnsend,  Esq.  '      -        -    Respondent. 

Certain  estates  were  devised  to  A.  for  life,  then' to  B.  for  life, 
then  to  the  sons  of  B.  in  tail  male.  During  the  tenancy 
of  A,,  a  bill  was  filed  by  a  creditor  of  the  testatdr  for  a  i^ale 
of  part  of  the  estates.  No  inquiry  into  the  incumhraneea 
affecting  the  estates  was  directed ;  aB(d  the  trasteea  for  4be 
tenants  in  tail  were  not  made  parties  to  the  salt.  The  lan^ 
were  sold,  and  a  conveyance  executed  by  the  officer  of  the 
Court,  and  by  A.,  and  subsequently  (though  not  till  after 
a  compromise  had  been  effected),  by  B. ;  and  the  residue 
of  the  purchase-money  was  ordered  to  be  invested  for  the 
benefit  of  A.  Held,  that  the  bill  was  defective  for  want  of 
proper  parties ;  and  the  whole  transaction  was  properly  set 
aside  after  the  death  of  the  two  tenants  for  life,  and  at  the 
suit  of  the  first  surviving  tenant  in  tail ;  and  that  the  ac^ 
counts  were  properly  directed  to  be  taken  fn>m  the  peinod 
of  the  death  of  the  second  tenant  for  life. 

Where  a  Plaintiff  in  a  Bill  is  abroad  on  foreign  service  with 
his  regiment,  the  Defendant,  who  might  have  pushed  on 
the  proceedings,  cannot,  on  the  Plaintiff's  return  some 
years  afterwards,  discharge  the  Bill  on  account  of  the 
delay. 

Where  a  Defendant  in  a  Bill  thinks  he  can  rely  on  an  olgee* 
tion  of  want  of  parties  to  the  Bill,  he  must  make  that  ob- 
jection in  the  Court  below,  and  will  not  be  allowed  to  make 
it  for  the  first  time  when  the  Case  comes  before  this  House 
on  appeal. 

Maurice  FITZGERALD,  of  Keny,  Esq.,  by  a 
Will,  dated  the  7th  October  1774,  and  by  Codicil 
thereto,  dated  26th  May  I776,  charged  his  real  estate 
with  payment  of  his  debts,  and  devised  all  such  real 
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estates  as  he  should  die  possessed  of,  (in  case  he  should 
die  without  issue),  to'  St.  Leger  St  Leger,  afterwards 
Lord  Doneraile,  and  Jbhn  Townsend,  Esq.,  in  trust 
for  the  use  of  Lady  Anne  Fitzgerald,  the  testator's 
wife^  ibr  life ;  remainder  to  Richard  lioyle  Townsend, 
testator's  only  nephew,  for  lifis ;  remainder  to  the  first 
and  other  sons  of  the  Baid  Richard  Boyle  Townsend, 
in  tail  male ;  with  power  to  the  said  Richard  Boyle 
Townsend  to  charge  the  said  estates  widx  a  jointure 
not  exceeding  300/.,  and  with  3,000/.  as  portions  for 
younger  children.  The  testator  died  in  June  1779f 
leaving  Lady  Anne,  his  widow,  and  Richard  Boyle 
Townsend,  his  heir-at-law.  Lady  Anne,  as  sole  execu- 
trix, proved  the  will.  On  the  14/th  of  May  1784, 
Richard  Boyle  Townsend  married  Henrietta  Ne wen- 
ham,  and  by  a  settlement  of  that  date  conveyed  the 
lands  in  Kerry  to  the  trustees  named  in  Maurioe  Fitz- 
gerald's will,  upon  truat  to  pay  300/.  per  annum  to 
tienrietla,  his  intended  wife,  in  the  eveot  of  her  sor- 
viving  him,  and  to  raise  3,000/.  as  portions  for  younger 
ehftkhren. '  The  present  Respdndent  was  the  eldest  sur- 
viving son  of  that  marriage,  and  there  were  younger 
childlren.  Shortly  after  the  decease  of  the  testator, 
Thomas  MuUins,  afterwards  Lord  Ventry,  the .  father 
of  the  Appellants,  filed,  his  bill  against  tbe  said  Lady 
Anne  Fitzgerald,  Richard  Boyle  Townsend,  and  the 
trustees  created  under  the  deed  of  settlement  made  on 
Maurice  Fitzgerald's  marriage,  and  charged  that  the 
said  Maurice  Fitzgerald  had  been  indebted  to  him  in 
various  sums  of  money ;  and  that  the  said  Lady  Anne 
alleged  that  the  said  Maurice  Fitzgerald  had  not  left  suf« 
ficient  personal  fortune  to  discharge  the  said  demands ; 
tfiat  the  trustees  under  former  setdements  alleged 
that  there  were  previous  outstanding  debts  not  then 
saiifified ;  and  he  therefore  prayed  for  an  account  of  the 
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1 681 .  pecsonal  fortuDe  of  the  testator,  aad  of  the  debts  due  by 
Mvuukrs  ^Q  testator  at  the  execution  of  his  marriage  setdemeat; 
ADd^tbm  21^  i]^  ^  g^]^  Qf  1^  sufficient  part  of  the  real  esttdies 
TowflBxai.  might  take  place  to  satisfy  the- demands. of  die  aaid 
Thomas  Mullins  and  other  creditors.  St.  LegeriSt 
Leger,  and  John  Townseud^  the  trustees  under  the 
will  of  the  said  Maurice  Fitzgerald,  were  not  made 
parties  to  this  suit,  nor  was  a  trustee  under  a  former 
deed  executed  for  the  purpose  of  raising  portions  for 
younger  children.  Lady  Anne  put.  in  an  answer,  con- 
testing the  validity  of  the  demand  made  by  Thomas 
Mullins;  and  for  nearly  two  years  that  suit  was  not 
proceeded  in.  A  decree  similar  to  that  which  had 
been  prayed  for  by  Mullins  was  obtained  by  another 
creditor ;  but  Mullins  did  not  prove  his  demand  under 
that  decree.  In  April  1783  be  prosecuted  his  owi 
suit,  and  obtained  a  decree,  by  which  certains  accounts^ 
prayed  by  his  bill,  were  directed;  bat  no  account  of  tli^ 
anoumbrances  affecting  the  real  estates  of  the^testator 
was.  ordered.  The  present  Respondent  changed,  in  his 
original  bill  filed  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Irelan4» 
that  this  omission  was  designed  to  conceal  from  the 
Court  the  want  of  proper  parties.  In  July  1783  the 
pr<^r  officer  of  the  Court  made  his  report,  stating 
that  the  testator,  Maurice  Fitzgerald,  died  seised  of 
certain  real  estates  in  the  county  of  Kerry;  but  .that  no 
evidence  was  kid  before  him  as  to  the  personal  estate 
of  the  testator ;  that  the  testator  was,  at  his  death,  in^ 
debted  to  the  said  Thomas  Mullins,  on  bond  and  by 
judgment,  for  principal  interest  and  costSi  in  the  sum 
of  1,275/. ;  and  that  there  were  various  sums  due  to 
other  persons  mentioned. in  his  report.  It  was  afterwards 
ordered  that  Lady  Anne  should,  in  six  months,  pay  *  the 
sums  reported  due,  or,  in  default,  that  the  lands,  oracom^ 
patent  part  thereof,  should  be  sold  >by.th6(Officero^flhe 
Court  for  the  benefit  of  Mullins  and  the  other  or^itors. 
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'decrcfe  was  afterwardi^  made  up  and  enroled; 
and  this  following  words  were  inserted  in  the  enn^ 
mnnfc:  ^*  And  the  remainder,  if  anyi  of  the  purchase^ 
^^ '  money,  he,  the  smd  officer,  is  to  pay  over  to  the  said 
^  Lady  Anne  Fitzgerald,  upon  her  making  out  a  good 
'^  and  sufficient  title  to  such  person  or  persons  as  shall 
^*  be  declared  the  purchaser  or  purchasers  of  the  said 
^'  lands  and  premises/'  At  the  time  of  thui  decree 
there  was  no  tenant  in  tail  under  the  will  of  Maurice 
Fitzgerald  m  t^se^  Richard  Boyle  Townsend,  the  tenant 
for  life  in  remainder  expectant  on  the  death  of  Lady 
Anne,  being  then  unBMirried ;  but  before  the  sale  was 
Jeffiicted,  Richard  Boyle : Townsend,  having  interman- 
ried  with  Henriettti  Newenham,  an  eldest  scm,  (since 
deceased  without  issue);  imd  the  Reiqpondent,  were 
Ibom,  The  ^ands  wene  put  lup  to  sale  in  May  VJ^ 
iftttd  aftef  wards,  in  July  of  the  same  year,  (the  first  sale 
having  beeuMset  tnide);  and  at  the  second  sale  they 
^er^  purchased  by  Thomas  Rice,  on  behalf  of  Thomas 
MiiHins, .  for  £,050/. ;  and  on  the  following  day  >ain 
order  was  made,  that  on  the  creditors  signing  i?eeeipts 
for  tbeiri  demands,  and  Rice  paying  the  balance  of  Che 
purchase-money  into  the  Bank,  the  officer  of  the  Court 
should  execute  a  conveyance  of  the  landa  to  Thomas 
Rice.  The  receipts  were  signed,  the  balance  paid  intd 
the  Bimk,  and  the  officer  of  the  Court  amd  Lady  Anne 
executed  the  conveyance ;  but  though  R.  B.  Towoosend 
was  named  a  party  in  it,  he  did  not  execute  it  In 
June  1788)  R.  B.  Townsend  made  a  motion  in  the 
Court  to  set  aside  the  sale,  alleging,  among  <other 
Tcasons,  that  the  kmds  had  been  sold  at  a  gross  undar* 
value.  On  account  of  the  .absence  of  Mullins,  this 
motion  stood  over  till  the  following  term*  The  Res-^ 
pondent  alli^ed,  that  between  June  and  November 
anegociation  took  plaoe  between  R.  Boyle  Towwdnd 
and  Mullins,  in  consequence  of  which   the   former 
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sigreed  'to  «ocept  £0(XA  for  himself -^oid  100/.  for  his 
attomey,  aod  to  dJacontinue  his  opposition  to  the  sale; 
diftt  the:said  mcmey  was  paid ;  that  Mullios  afibrwards 
put  in  i  an  affidavit  in  answer  to  themotion,  and  that 
this  affidavit  remaining  without,  reply,,  the  Court  be* 
lieved  the  motmi  bud  been  abandoned, i. and  it  was 
ordered  to.  beidi^eharged  with  costs,  which  costs  were 
never  demanded  f of  the  said  R.  fioyle  Townsend,  who 
shortly  afUrwaida  exeeuted  ^  conv^ance  to  Rioe  as 
trustee  for  -  MuUins*  rin  1805,  the  Respondent  ob- 
4ainM  a  comiiission  as  comet  in<the  14th.  Dragoons ; 
and  shortly  afterwards,  by  the  death .  (ff  his  elder 
l^rother  unmarried, ,  he  became  entitled,  as  first  tenant 
in-tail  under  the  wUl  of  Maurice  iFittgecald.  In  Janu- 
ary 1808,  having  beeombooqtaiated, with  the  circum^ 
stances  attending  the  ^e  of  ihe  estate^  he  filed  two 
biUfi'  i^nst  Thomas  MulUns  (who  .h^d  in  the  mean 
time  been  created  a  Peer  by  the  title  of  JLord  Ventry), 
praymg  .tiiajlTthe  .sale  mi^t  he  set  aside  (  that  h^ 
y ei»(iy shcfuld  be  ordered. to. re-conv/ey  the  estate  to 
a  trustee  A>r  the  liives:  of  Lady  Anne  Fittgesald  and 
Rkhavd  Boyle*  Tpsfrnsend,  with.  Bemaiftder  to  the 
Respondent  in  tail  male,  remadnder  to  the  younger 
brothers-  of  the  Respondent  in  tail  male,  according  to 
the  provisioiQui  eontained  in  the  will  «f  Maurice  Fitz* 
gerald.  In  .J  uly  1I8O8  Loid  Ventry  answered  the  bill ; 
and  in  May  1809t  ihe  replication  -  was  filed*  In  Oc« 
ttdber  .1808  the  Respondent  >raa  ordered,  upon  foreign 
service,  tand^he  continued  abroad  with  his  regiment  in 
Europe  or  America  till  18S3.  In  December  1823, 
haviing  obtained  leave  of  absence  for  the  purpose,  he 
filed  his  amended  bill  In  January  1824  Lord  Ventry 
died  without  having  answered  it  Bills  of  revivor 
were  then  filed;  and  in  the  mean  time  Lady  Anne 
Fitzgerald,  and  Richard  Boyle  Townsend»  the  Reqx>n- 
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ftttit'-a .  father,  both  died.  The  cause  came  on  for 
liMviiig',  andon  ffae  11th  May  1827  the  Cdurt  decreed, 
tkat  the  Orders  made  in  April  1782,  and  in  July  I78S, 
ftbould  be  set  aside  for  want  of  proper  parties ;  but 
thiltthe  acMunts^  taken  in  Aat  cause  shbiild  not  be 
taken  over  again;  that  th^  sale  of  the  lands  in  July 
1786,  and  the  supposed  confirtnation 'thereof,  should 
be  set  aside  as  void  as  against  the  Respondent ;  that 
die  deed  of  conveyance  under  that  bill  should  be  deli- 
vered up  to  be  cancelled;  that  the  land?  in  question 
fth^uld  be  re-conveyed'to  the  uses  of  the  will  of  Maurice 
Fitzgerald,  discharged  of  all  claims  on  the  part  of  the 
representatives  of 'Lord  Ventry ;  that  the  Respondent 
was  entitled  to  the  rents,  &c.  from  22d  November 
1826  (the  day  of  the  death  of  Richard  Boyle  Town- 
send),  upon  payment  of  the  sum  of  money  for  which 
the  lands  were  sold,  with  interest,  calculated  at  six  per 
cetii,  fitom  the  death  of  the  said  R.  B.  Townsend,  and 
ihat  accounts  should  be  taken  between  the  parties,  &c. 

From  this  decree  the  Appellants  appealed  to  the 
House  of -Lords,  insisting,  among  other  reasons,  on 
^  legality  and  fairness  of  the  whole  transaction ;  de- 
claring that  in  the  suit  instituted  by  Thonias  MuUins^ 
fa  Ihe  Court  of  •  Exchequer,  there  was  no  defect  of 
parties ;  that  it  was  contrary  to  the  practice  of  courts 
of  equity  to  declare  former  decrees  erroneous  merely 
for  the  want  of  proper  parties,  when  thepersons*  seek- 
ing to  set  them  aside  had'  either  been  thctosehres  parties 
or  had 'had  their  interests  properly  tepresented  ;  that 
the  Respondent  not '  having  been  bora  when  the  said 
decrees  were  pronounced,  was  fully  and  effectually 
bound'  thereby,-  the  person  in  whom  the  first  estate  of 
inheritance  was  vested « having  been  before  the  Court. 
The  Respondent  prayed  the  House  to  affirm  the  decree, 
on  the  grounds  that  the  trustees  under  the '  will  of 
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Maurice  Fitzgerald,  for  persons  not  m  esscy  w^re 
parties  to  the  original  cause ;  that  die  Re^omlerit^ 
elder  brother,  who  had  been  previously  bom,  vtsjStwX 
in  any  way  made  a  party  to  that  cause ;  that  the  dS^' 
cree  of  1783  directed  a*  sale    of  the  lands  withntit- 
directing  any  inquiry  as  to  the  incumbrances  alfifebfiii^ 
the  same ;  and  directed  the  residue,  if  any, '  of'  ike 
purchase-money,  to  be  paid  to  Lady  Anne  Fitzgemld; 
who  was  only  tenant  for  life ;  that  die  said  decree  was 
otherwise  beneficial  to  the  tenant  for  life,  to  tiie  prejn«- 
dice  of  the  remainder-man  ;  that  it  did  not  direct  any 
inquiry  as  to  what  part  of  the  estate  was  most  fit  t6 
be  sold;  and  that  the  sale  in  question,  and  its  supposed 
confirmation,  and  all  the  circumstances  attending  die 
same,  were  a  fraud  upon  the  Court,  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  Respondent  and  his  then  elder  brother,  who 
were  at  that  time  infants. 

The  case  having  been  heard  at  the  bar  of  the  Hocrsi 
of  Lords : 

Lord  Lyndhurst  delivered  Judgment  :^— This  was'li 
case  arising  out  of  a  bill  filed  in  the  Court  of  Exehl&(> 
quer  in  Ireland,  and  the  object  of  the  bill  was  to  obikin 
an  account  of  the  personal  estate  of  Maurice  Fitzgerald, 
deceased,  and  for  the  sale  of  a  sufficient  portion  of  hi^ 
real  estate  as  would  pay  the  debts  he  owed  at  the  time  of 
his  death.  The  decree  obtained  in  1783  had  directed 
an  account  of  his  estate,  but  there  were  no  directions 
given  to  find  what  were  the  incumbrances  on  the  estate. 
There  was  a  sale  of  a  sufficient  portion  of  the  real  estate 
for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  bill,  but  there  was  this 
extraordinary  circumstance  connected  with  it^  that  there 
was  an  order,  that  after  payment  of  the  debts  the  sur- 
plus should  be  paid  over  to  the  tenant  for  life.  His 
Lordship  was  of  opinion  that  the  whole  proceeding 
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^tt^  Call,  of  irregularity :  in  the  first  place,  there  were 
m>t.  thie  proper  parties  to  the  bill;  in  the  next  place, 
^U^e  ought  to  have  beea  an  account  of  the  incum- 
brances upon  the  estate ;  and  in  the  third  place,  there 
opght  not  to  have  been  this  order  to  pay  over  the  sur- 
plua  to  the  tenant  for  life.  That  part  of  the  order  had 
not  been  executed ;  it  was,  therefore^  unnecessary  that 
be  should  trouble  their  Lordships  with  any  further 
observations  upon  it :  but  that  to  which  he  wished  to 
direct  their  attention  was  matter  of  quite  a  different 
description.  When  the  estate  was  put  up  to  sale,  it 
was  purchased  by  the  Plaintiff,  MuUins.  A  person 
luuned  Thomas  Rice  had  bought  the  property  in  his 
own  name^  but  in  substance  and  in  fact  the  purchase 
was  made  for  Mullins.  He  was  satisfied  that  the 
estate  had  been  sold  under  the  value  as  it  existed 
at  the  time  of  the  sale.  An  application  was  made 
after  the  sale,  by  the  tenant  for  life  in  remainder,  to  set 
aside  the  sale,  and  to  order  a  new  sale  of  the  estate. 
According  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
in  Ireland,  that  application  might  probably  have  been 
successful,  had  it  been  persisted  in,  but  it  happened 
that  the  parties  were  not  all  in  Court.  The  cause  was 
eivtered  for  hearing  in  one  term,  but  the  order  for  the 
hearing  was  enlarged  till  the  following  term,  on  ac- 
count of  the  absence  of  the  purchaser,  who  happened 
to  be  away  from  town.  The  delay  afforded  an  oppor- 
tunity for  an  arrangement  between  the  parties,  and  the 
tenant  for  life  in  remainder  agreed  with  MuUins  to 
withdraw  his  objection  if  he  obtained  for  himself 
a  sum  of  500  /.,  and  for  his  solicitor  a  sum  of  100  /. 
The  objection  was  carried  forward  in  form,  but  it  was 
not  really  prosecuted,  and  was  ultimately  abandoned. 
Thfe  Court  below,  when  the  circumstances  were  brought 
befojre  it  by  the  Plaintiff  in  the  present  suit,  was  of 
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1831.       opitiion,   on  these  hcta^   that  this  was  a  fratidulei* 
^smxMis    transaction  as  against  the  persons  in  remainder,  wb^ 
and  atkm    ^ere  then  infants  of  a  Terj  tender  age ;  and  what  flMdfe 
TowMfsn.   it  more  objectionable  was,  that  their  trustees-  weve  not 
parties  to  the  suit    Hie  present  suit  was  iiistitttted  by 
lihe  first  tenant^in-tail  in  remainder,  after  the  -  parties 
bad  become  of  age,  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside 
tiiis  transaction.     An  objection  was  now  made  to  this, 
that  the  suit  was  not  prosecuted  with  due  diligence. 
The  suit  was  instituted  in  1808,  and  was  not  prosecuted 
till  the  year  182S.     The  objection  did  not  lie  with  the 
Defendant  Mullins,  who  had  an  opportunity  of  pushing 
on  the  suit ;  besides  which,  it  seemed  to  his  Lordship- 
that  there  was  an  excuse  for  the  Plaintiff,  for  he  was« 
in  the  Army  on  service  abroad.     There  was,  therefore, 
no  objection  to  the  claim  of  the  present  Respondent,* 
the  Plaintiff  in  the  suit,  upon  that  ground.     Another 
objection  made  in  this  appeal  was  one  founded  upon 
a  point  of  form,   that  certain  parties  ought  to  have 
been  made  parties  to  this  suit  who  were  not  put  in  the 
bill  as  parties.     It  was  said,  that  they  were  out  of  the 
jurisdiction ;  but  it  was  alleged,  on  the  other  side,  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  that     It  was  true  there  was 
no  such  evidence,  but  then  it  seemed  to  him  that  this 
objection  ought  to  have  been  made  in  the  Court  be- 
low, and  it  was  too  late  to  make  it  in  the  first  instance 
when  the  case  came  before  that  House  on  appeal. 
There  was  another  objection  arising  upon  the  form  of 
the  decree  itself,  that  it  was  to  take  effect  only  from 
the  date  of  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  in  remainder, 
and  the  account  was  only  ordered  to  be  taken  from  that 
period.     That  was  a  favourable  mode  of  framing  the 
decree  for  the  Appellants ;  but  even  if  it  had  not  been 
so,  the  parties  below  had  not  intimated  their  desire 
that  the  whole  transaction  should  be  unravelled  from 
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doici  beginning.     Under  these  circumstances  it  was       issi. 
4xtAj  neeessary  that  the  transaction  should  be  examined     ^g^^^^ 
•flmn  the  death  of  the  second  tenant  for  life,  and  conse-    •«&  ^then 
iquently  from  the  commencement  of  the. interest  of  the  Towkskmd. 
Respondent     His  Lordship  therefore  moved  that  the 
Judgment  be  affirmed ;  and  it  was  accordingly  affirmed, 
with  costs. 
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12  October 
1831. 

Undoe 
Influence. 
Fraad. 
Misrepresen- 
tation. 


APPEAL 


FROM  THE  IRISH  COURT  OF  CHANCERV. 


Maccabe 
Catharine  Hussey 


Appellant 
Respondent* 


Maccabe,  an  Irish  barrister,  becomes  casaally  acquainted  with 
Mrs.  Hussey,  a  widow  lady,  possessed  of  some  property  of 
her  own,  and  having  large  expectations  from  an  aunt.  Mac^ 
cabe  acquires  her  confidence,  and  engages  in  the  manage- 
ment of  her  affairs,  and  persuades  her  to  give  him  a  deed 
of  gift  of  a  third  of  the  aunt's  property.  When  that  pro- 
perty comes  into  possession  he  persuades  her  to  transfer  to 
him  one-half  of  it  for  himself,  and  also  the  other  half  to  be 
managed  by  him  on  her  account  He  makes  misrepre- 
sentations to  her  about  her  son,  and  as  to  other  matters, 
and  prevails  upon  her  to  execute  a  release  to  him.  Mrs* 
Hussey  at  length  calls  for  an  account,  which  he  refuses  to 
render.  She  offers  him  a  full  discharge  if  he  would  pay 
her  the  two-thirds  of  her  property,  calculated  by  her  at 
2i,ooo/.  He  refuses.  She  files  her  bill  in  Equity,  and 
the  deed  of  gift  and  release  are  set  aside,  as  having  been 
obtained  by  firaud  and  undue  influence  and  misrepresenta- 
tion, and  Maccabe  decreed  to  refund  36,500/.  to  Mrs. 
Hussey.    This  decree  a£Brmed  on  appeaL 

Semble. — ^That  the  Lords,  although  a  Court  of  Appeal,  may 
and  do  look  at  evidence  which  has  been  rejected  below,  to  see 
whether,  if  admitted,  it  ought  to  have  made  any  difference 
in  the  decree,  and  that  although  they  should  be  of  opinion 
that  it  should  have  been  received  below,  yet  if  they  should 
at  the  same  time  be  of  opinion  that  if  received  it  ought  to 
have  made  no  difference  in  the  decree,  they  wUl  not  remit 


In  1812  the  Respondent,  Catharine  Hussey,  a  middle- 
aged  widow  of  some  property,  resided  and  let  lodg- 
ings at  Maida  Hill,  Paddington,  when  she  became 
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acquainted  with  the  Appellant.     An  aunt  of  Respon-        i  s3 1 . 
dent,  a  Mrs,  Bo wy er,  resided  at  Worcester,  and  with     m^ccabe 
that  aunt  resided  another  aunt  of  hers,  a  Mrs.  Brewer,  v- 

who  was  old^  and  infirkn,  and  possessed  of  large  funded 
property.  The  Appellant,  an  Irish  law  student,  be- 
came  casually  acquainted  with  the  Respondent  in  1812, 
and  in  181S  took  lodgings  at  her  house,  and  soon 
obtained  her  confidence,  and  was  consulted  by  her 
about  her  afikirs.  The  Appdknt  also  persuaded  her 
that  he  was  a  relation  of  hers,  and,  in  a  year  after 
their  acquaintance,  assumed  the  name  of  ^^  Jennings,^' 
Respondent's  maiden  name,  and  still  further  to  con- 
vince her  of  the  relationship,  he  addressed  her  as  his 
aunt,  and  at  his  desire  she  called  him  nephew. 

The  Appellant  was  called  to  the  Irish  Bar  in  1814, 
andyJn  that  year,  took  with  hira  to  Ireland,  to  cixnplete 
hisiQducatiQn  at  Trinity  College,  Dublin,  an  only  son 
of  iiespoadent,  Thomas  John  Hussey,  who  had  been 
educated  at  Eton.  In  1814  Peter  Maccabe,  a  brother 
of 'the  Appellant,  came  to  London,  and  resided  for 
some  ,time  in  Respondent's  house,  and  from  that  time 
till  1818  took  an  active  part  in  the  management  of  her 
cono^rna  along  with  the  Appellant 

In  January  1818  Mrs.  Bowyer  died,  and  conse^ 
quendy  Respondent  would  become  alone  entitled  to 
Uie  whole  of  the  property  of  her  aunt,  Mrs.  Brewer,  in 
case  she  died  intestate.  The  Appellaut  persuaded  her 
to  take  out  a  commission  of  lunacy  against  Mrs. 
Brewer.  The  commission  was  taken  out,  and  Mrs. 
Brewer  was  found  a  lunatic,  and  to  have  been  so  from 
February  1816  ;  and  the  whole  of  her  funded  property, 
amounting  to  about  50,000/.,  was  transferred  to  the 
account  of  the  Accountant-general  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery.  The  Appellailt  further  persuaded  the  Re- 
spondent to  get  hersdf  appointed  committee  of  Mrs. 
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Ma  CCA  BE 

v. 

HVSSEY. 


Deed  of  Gift, 
9  May  i8l8. 


Brewer,  and  to  facilitate  the  arrangement  it  was  screed 
that  a  brother  of  Appellant,  Francis  Maccabe,  who 
had  just  obtained  his  license  as  surgeon,  should  reside 
with  the  Respondent  and  Mrs.  Brewer,  at  a  salary  of 
200/.  a  year.  The  Respondent  was  accordin^y  ap- 
pointed her  aunt's  committee,  and  Francis  Maccabe 
came  to  reside  with  her.  From  1814  till  1818  the 
Appellant,  or  one  or  other  of  his  brothers,  resided  with 
the  Respondent  at  Worcester,  to  which  she  had  re* 
moved  in  1815,  persuading  her  that  it  was  necessary 
to  do  so  in  order  to  counteract  the  hostile  intentions 
of  Mrs.  Bowyer,  in  regard  to  Mrs.  Brewer's  property, 
and  her  cruel  treatment  of  Mrs.  Brewer,  and  the  Re- 
spondent was  persuaded  to  promise  to  give  the  Appel- 
lant one  third  of  Mrs.  Brewer's  property  whenever  it 
should  come  to  Respondent,  the  Respondent  being 
then  ignorant  of  the  amount  of  her  aunt  s  property^ 
while  the  Appellant  was  well  acquainted  with  it  by  a 
correspondence  with  her  solicitor. 

The  result  was,  that  a  deed  of  gift  was  prepared  by 
the  Appellant,  and  engrossed  by  his  brother,  Francis 
Maccabe,  on  stamped  paper,  and  this  deed,  dated  the 
9th  May  1818,  was  executed  by  the  Respondent  in 
the  presence  of  the  Appellant  and  his  brother,  Francis 
Maccabe.  The  deed  proceeded  on  the  following  nar- 
rative : 

^^  I,  Catherine  J.  Hussey,  late  of  Maida  Hill,  Pad- 
dington,  and  now  of  Worcester,  have  solemnly  deter- 
mined many  years  ago,  to  give  or  bestow  one  half 
of  the  property  I  then  possessed  to  my  ever  valued 
and  truly  steadfast  friepd,  J.  P.  Maccabe,  esquire, 
**  barrister  at  law,  who  resides  in  Dublin.  I  accord- 
"  ingly,  in  October  1813,  placed  the  whole  of  my  very 
^^  limited  property  in  his  hands,  although  he  was  fully 
aware  of  my  intentions  not  at  any  time  to  require 
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more  to  be  returned  to  me  than  the  half  of  the  money  1  8Sk 
I  gave  him.  He  saw  my  necessities  increased,  so  |^][^^g 
that  I  required  and  got  from  him  from  time  to  time  ^^  v. 
all  and  more  than  I  entirely  gave  him ;  and  instead 
of  my  being  now  his  benefactor,  I  am  his  debtor, 
'*  both  in  Tnoney  and  for  the  performance  of  acts  of 
*'  friendship,  which  for  seven  years  have  been  con- 
*'  stant,  but  during  the  last  four  years  in  particular 
unexampled.  To  educate  and  properly  bring  up  my 
only  child,  T.  J«  Hussey,  had  been,  from  my  return 
^^  from  India,  after  the  death,  of  his  father  there  in  the 
*^  year  1799f  niy  only  care  and  anxiety.  I  had  even 
^*  then  but  limited  means :  I  taught  him  myself  the 
^^  first  rudiments  of  learning,  and  when  I  had  him  well 
**  prepared,  I  placed  him  under  the  care  of  the  re- 
**  spected  Dr.  Goodall,  at  Eton.  Although  the  expense 
<<  was  very  considerable,  I  continued  my  scm  at  Eton 
*^  till  April  1314.  He  often  alarmed  me  before,  but 
'^  at  this  time  rendered  me  miserable  indeed :  he  left 
*^  me  as  if  to  return  to  Eton  after  the  Easter  holidays ; 
'^  took  a  considerable  sum  of  money  from  me,  and 
''  went-  away,  I  knew  not  whither.  He  enlisted :  my 
**  hopes  were  blasted  of  ever  seeing  him  either  respect- 
**  able  in  life,  or  a  man  of  education.  I  applied  to 
^*  many,  but  could  get  no  friend  to  take  the  slightest 
"  notice  either  of  him  or  of  me.  I  then  wrote  to  .be- 
<<  seech  Mr.  J.  P.  Maccabe  to  come  to  my  relief  on  the 
**  occasion.  He  came  in  the  midst  of  his  business,  at 
''  his  own  expense,  three  times  from  Dublin  to  London, 
^<  once  from  London  to  Oxford,  where  I  endeavoured 
*^  to  have  my  son  settled,  and  with  me  from  London  to 
''  Worcester,  to  see  my  aunts  on  the  subject ;  but  all 
exertions  utterly  failed  which  were  made  by  him, 
myself,  and  every  friend  I  had  in  the  world.  How 
**  to  prevent  the  most  gloomy  prospects  from  being 
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1 83 1 .  "  realized,  I  could  not  devise :  I  knew  my  unfortunaf e 

^^[^^j.  "  boy  well  and  feared  the  worst.     My  son's  uncle, 

w.  **  the  late  Mr.  Edward  Hussey,  refused  to  have  any 

Hi^sstY.  „  ^j^.^^  ^^  ^^  ^.^j^  j^ .^     ^j  length,  Mr.  J.  P.  Maccabe 

**  (although  with  great  reluctance,  I  aldinit)  consented 
to  bring  my  son  out  of  England,'  and  received  him 
to  his  home«     He  has  had  him  living  with  him  now 
nearly  four  years,  in  his  progress  through  Trinity 
College,  Dublin ;  and  not  only  on  account  of  Mr. 
"  J.  P.  Maccabe's  having  thus  preserved  my  child  to 
^'  himself  and  to  me,  but  for  having,  by  unceasing 
exertions  and   the  generous  assistance,   been  the 
means  of  my  continuing  during  the  last  three  years 
"  in  Worcester,  and  thereby  protecting  the  life  of  Mrs. 
^*  Brewer,  my  aunt,  so  as  to  entitle  me,  since  Mrs. 
*^  Bowyer's  death,  to  entertain  any  future  expectations 
**  of  Mrs.  Brewer  s  property,  I  do  hereby  declare,  that 
^^  I  feel  myself,  in  the  presence  of  God  and  man, 
^^  bound  to  give  Mr.  J.  P.  Maccabe  One  third  of  all 
^^  the  property  I  may  at  any  time  get  in  or  be  entitled 
"  to  receive  from  or  by  my  aunt  Mrs.  Brewer,  either 
"  during  her  life  or  after  her  death.     And  I  do  hereby 
^*  give  and  grant  to  Mr.  J.  P.  Maccabe,  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators  or  assigns;  all  the  right  and 
title  ta  the  one  third  of  the  said  property,  both  be- 
^^  fore  the  whole  comes  into  my  possession  or  after 
^*  I  obtain  it,  that  I  have  now  or  may  at  any  time  ac- 
'^  quire.  I  am  fully  aware  that  Mrs.  Brewer's  property, 
^^  since  she  was  found  a  lunatic,  has  been,  according 
"  to  the  return  made,  nearly  50,000/.,  prinbipally  in 
^^  the  public  funds ;  and  that  as  she  may  not  have  made 
*^  a  will,  and  is  not  likely  to  be  in  a  stale  to  make  one, 
the  whole  of  this  sum,  should  I  survive  my  aunt 
Mrs.  Brewer,  will  probably  descend  to  me,  I  being 
"  her  next  of  kin.  That  I  should  give  nearly  17,000/. 
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*^  therefore,  the  third  of  what  I  obtain,  as  soon  as  I  re-       i83i. 
"  tieive  it,  to  Mr.  J.  P.  Maccabe,  his  heirs,  adminis-     maccabb 
^  trators  and  assigns,  may  be  a  matter  of  surprise  to  ^-^^ 

^  my  friends,  and  of  dispute  and  litigation  on  the  part 
^^  of  my  son.  -  My  friends  are  not  aware  of  the  extent 
^^  of  my  obligations,  and  my  son  will  act  an  unwise  and 
^^  ungrateful  part  if  ever  he  disputes  this  deed.  Let  my 
^'  child,  I  entreat  him,  ever  remember  that  property 
'^  would  be  but  an  additional  injury  to  him, .  had  he 
^^  continued  as  he  had  done  to  go  on,  on  one  occasion 
"  only  for  years  before  Mr.  J.  P.  Maccabe  received 
^^  him.  Let  my  son  recollect  that  I  have  for  nearly 
^^  five  years,  in  order  to  maintain  my  chance  of  the  pro- 
"  perty  which  I  bind  myself  Mr.  J.  P.  Maccabe,  his 
heirs,  shall  with  me,  be  it  great  or  small,  share  in 
one  third  proportion,  that  is,  two  thirds  to  myself 
*^  and  one  third  to  him,  his  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
^^  trators-or  assigns,  give  Mr.  J.  P.  Maccabe  almost 
'^  daily  occupation  and  trouble,  besides  many,  very 
^^  many,  wearisome  joumies  to  England  at  my  request. 
**  He  came  over  from  Dublin  to  London  and  Worcester 
^  three  times  at  my  instance  during  the  last  seven 
^  months.  I  have,  through  the  perseverance  of  my 
^'  enemies,  been  obliged  to  impede  and  greatly  injure 
Mr.  Maccabe  in  his  professional  pursuits,  and  retard 
his  progress ;  but  I  have  in  fact  not  been  able  to  pay 
*^  him  the  costs  incurred  on  my  account  for  travelling 
^^  so  many  long  and  frequent  joumies.  Let  my  son 
^^  remember  the  number  and  abilities  of  my  enemies, 
^  and  that  it  was  not  alone  to  Mr.  J.  P.  Maccabe,  the 
*^  barrister,  to  whom  and  to  his  heirs,  executors,  admi- 
^^  nistrators  and  assigns,  I  thus  grant  one  third  part  of 
"all  I  may  acquire  or  in  any  way  receive  of  Mrs. 
"  Brewers  property,  but  through  Mr.  J.  P.  Maccabe 
^'  I  am  indebted  also  for  the  services  of  his  brother 
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1831.  *^  Mr.  Peter  Maccabe^  nfitiiout  whMe  perseyerance  and 
'^  exertions  for  tne,  during  three  years  in  London, 
'^  I  could  not  have  remained  in  Worcester  to  defeat 
<'  the  scheme  of  Mrs.  Brewer's  enemies.  Let  it  also 
^  be  recoUectedy  that  if  I  be  appointed  the  committee 
^  of  the  person  of  Mrs*  Brewer  it  will  be  owing  to  Mr. 
*^  ChfQidless  being  silenced  by  the  presence  of  a  resi- 
^  deski  surgeon  in  the  house  with  me.  I  am  not  able 
'^  to  pay  one,  and  yet  Mr.  Francb  Maccabe,  die  other 
'^  brother  of  Mr«  J.  P.  Maccabe,  kindly  undertook  to 
^*  give  up  solid  advantages  imd  remain  with  me. 
'^  I  know  the  whole  of  the  facts  and  circumstance  best, 
^*  from  ^  thorough  knowledge  of  my  soi\,  I  am  con- 
'^  vinced  of  my  opinion,  he  either  would  hot  be  now 
'^  living,  pr  if  alive,  with  no  credit  to  himself  or  peace 
^^  of  miud  to  me,  if  it  h^d  not  been  that  Mr.  J.  P.  Mac- 
*^  cabe,  at  the  juncture  he  did,  snatched  hhn  in  a  man- 
''  ner  from  himself.  1  sJso  well  know  that  I  have  been 
<<  enabled  dirough  Mr.  J.  P.  Maccabe's  means,  and  the 
^  Assistance  he  obtain^  for  me  by  the  aid  of  his  bro- 
'*  thers,  to  preserve  from  an  untimely  end  my  poor 
'^  aunt  Mrs.  Brewer.  For  these  great  services  and 
trouble  for  years,  the  account  of  which  it  would  be 
impossible  particularly  to  detail,  for  his  loss  of  time 
^'  and  money,  and  out  of  gratitude  for  his  undeviating 
^*  adherence  to  my  interests  when  my  prospects  were 
^'  hopeless,  I  again  repeat,  that  I  most  firmly  and  wil* 
'^  lingly  bind  myself  to  grant  to  my  ever  steady  and 
«  faithful  friend,''  &c.  &c. 

Mrs.  Brewer  died  on  the  30th  December  1818^  and 
the  whole  of  her  property  in  the  funds  was  tranafiened 
to  the  Respondent ;  and  the  Appellant  persuaded  her 
to  transfer  one  half  of  it  to  himself,  and  also  the  whole 
or  a  considerable  portion  of  the  other  half  for  the  pur- 
pose of  managing  it  for  her.     From  this  time  till  18Bi, 
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the  Respondent  reiiided  at  Paris  or  travelled  in  France  issi. 
and  Italy,  with  occasional  visits  to  England,  but  always  maccabe 
accompanied  by  the  Appellant,  or  one  or  both  of  his  v* 
brothers,  to  each  of  whom  the  Appellant  alleged  she 
had  promised  to  give  3,000/.  In  1820  the  Respon- 
dent's son  sent  a  solicitor  to  her  to  make  some  repre* 
sentations  to  her  about  the  Appellant ;  and  the  Appellant, 
being  aware  of  this,  made  representations  to  her  about 
the  solicitor  and  her  son,  which  induced  her  at  that 
time  to  pay  no  attention  to  the  statements  of  the  soli* 
citor.  The  evidence  of  all  this,  and  other  particulars 
of  the  same  description,  was  furnished  by  the  corres- 
pondence of  the  parties,  in  the  course  of  which  the 
Appellant  addressed  the  Respondent  as  dearest  aunt, 
and  desired  her  to  address  him  as  her  dearest  nephew. 
In  182S  the  Respondent  came  to  England,  and  in- 
sisted on  having  an  account  of  her  property  from  the 
Appellant,  having  before,  in  1821,  applied  for  the 
account  without  effect.  The  Appellant  still  refused  to 
give  the  account,  and  peremptorily  claimed  one  half  of 
the  property  for  himself.  The  Respondent,  then  cal- 
culating that  the  sum  due  to  her  in  respect  of  her  two 
thirds  was  about  21,500  /.,  had  the  Appellant  arrested 
for  that  sum.  It  ought  to  have  been  before  stated, 
that  after  the  transfer  of  the  stock  as  before  mentioned, 
the  Appellant,  and  the  Respondent  at  his  suggestion, 
executed  mutual  releases,  dated  the  13th  May  1819- 
The  Appellant  intimated  that  he  would  plead  this  re- 
lease to  the  action ;  and  on  the  8th  June  1822  the 
Respcmddnt  filed  her  bill  in  the  Irish  Court  of  Chan- 
tetyfoK  an  account,^  and  charging  fraud,  misrepresenf- 
lation  and  undue  influence  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant 
AStkr  answers,  amended  bills,  muking  Francis  and  Peter 
Maccabe  parties^  and  answers  to  the  amended  bills, 
witn^sbes  were  examined,  and  among  the  rest  Peter 
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183K       Maccabe  was  examined  for  the  Appellant,  but  his  evu 
Maccabe     <l6i^ce  was  rejected  by  the  Judge  on  the  ground  that 
V-  he  was  an  interested  party. 

On  the  ISth  February  1827  the  cause  came  on  for 
hearing,  when  the  Appellant  applied  for  some  delay, 
and  this  was  granted  on  his  engaging  to  give  securi^ 
in  22,000 /«  not  to  leave  Ireland  before  decree  should 
be  pronounced.  This  security  he  did  not  give ;  and 
the  Respondent,  on  the  21st  February,  applied  for. a 
ne  exeat  regnoy  or  an  attachment  An  order  was  made 
for  the  attachment  to  issue,  and  Appellant,  to  avojd  it, 
went  to  France,  taking  the  property  with  him. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Lord 
Manners,  then  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  on 
the  7th  day  of  May  1827f  who,  after  having  heard  the 
same  argued  at  great  length  before  him  on  the  8th, 
9th,  10th,  11th,  12th  and  14th  days  of  the  sami^  month, 
and  after  having  rejected  the  evidence  of  thie  Respon- 
dent Peter  Maccabe,  taken  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant 
as  aforesaid,  was,  on  the  18th  June  1827>  pleased. to 
decree,  that  the  said  deed  of  the  9th  of  May  1818,  and 
also  the  said  release  of  the  l«5th  of  May  1819)  should 
be,  and  the  same  were  thereby  declared  to  have  been 
respectively  obtained  by  Appellant  by  undue  in-* 
fluence  and  imposition  from  the  said  Respondent 
Catherine  Hussey ;  and  *  it  was  thereby  ordered  and 
decreed,  that  the  same  should  be  set  aside  accordingly, 
and  that  the  transfers  made  by  the  Respondent  Cadie- 
rme  Hussey  to  the  Appellant,  on  the  8th  and.  12th  days 
of  May  1819,  of  one  moiety  of  the  stocks  and  funds  in 
Ae  pleadings  of  this  cause  menticmed,  should  be,  and 
they  were  accordingly,  decreed  to  have  been  obtained 
by  the  Appellant  from  the  Respondent  Catherine  Hus- 
^y^  by  undue  influence  and  imposition,  anddwtthe 
same  should  be  set  aside.    The  decree  proceeJ^tjbd  to 
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direct  the  proper  accounts  to  be  taken ;  and  the  Master       issi. 
having  taken  the  accounts,  reported  that  a  sum  of    j7[^]^ 
44,113/.  was  due  from  the  Appellant  to  the  Respond-      ^^  v. 
ent     To  this  report  exceptions  were  taken,  and  by 
a  final  decree,  made  on  the  lyth  March  1 880  by  Sir  A. 
Hart,  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  the  balance  due  to 
the  Respondent  was  declared  to  be  36,444  /. 

From  these  decrees  the  Appellant  appealed.  The 
Respondent  submitted  that  the  decree  ought  to  be 
affirmed  for  the  following  among  other  reasons : 

1st.  Because  the  said  deeds  of  the  said  9th  day  of 
May  1818,  and  of  the  said  15th  day  of  May  1819i 
were  respectively  obtained  by  the  Appellant  from  the 
Respondent  Catherine  Hussey,  by  undue  influence, 
fraud  and  imposition;  and  also  because  the  said  trans- 
fers mad^  by  the  Respondent  Catherine  Hussey  to.  the 
Appellant  on  the  8th  and  12th  days  of  May  1819«  of 
one  moiety  of  the  stocks  and  funds  in  the  pleadings  in 
said  cause  and  hereinbefore  mentioned,  were  respective- 
ly obtained  by  the  Appellant  from  this  Respondent  by 
undue  influence,  fraud  and  imposition :  and  also  be- 
cause the  Appellant,  by  such  means  as  last  aforesaid,  on 
or  aboutthe  14th  of  May  1819»  caused  the  other  moiety 
of  this  Respondent's  said  stocks  and  funds  in  the  plead- 
ings of  the  said  cause  and  hereinbefore  mentioned,  to 
be  sold,  and  the  produce  thereof  to  be  paid  to  him. 

2d.  Because  the  Appellant,  long  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  said  deeds  and  transfers,  and 
obtaiaing  possession  of  the  said  Respondent's  money 
as  aforesaid,  had  been  and  then  was  acting  as  the  agent 
fof,  oc  ha/d  been  and  then  was  professionally  concerned 
(qt,  tftd  giving  his  advice  as  a  barrister  to  said  Respon- 
.d0fit:  It  bekig  a- well  known  and  long  established 
{MTindiple  of  law  and  equity,  that  an  agent  or  profes- 
.  Biwal  person,  duribg  the  continuance  of  his  agency  or 
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J  831.  employment,  cannot  receive  any  gift  or  release  from 
Maccade  his  principal  or  client,  even  though  fairly  and  properly 
V-  made  to  him ;  and  particularly  not  in  a  case  like  this, 
when  such  alleged  gift  and  release  were  obtained  under 
circumstances  of  such  fraud,  undue  influence,  and  im- 
position as  aforesaid. 

Sd.  Because  at  all  such  times  as  last  aforesaid,  the 
Appellant  had  large  sums  of  money  of  the  said  Re- 
spondent in  his  possession  or  under  his  control ;  abd 
Respondent  was  unable  to  obtain  any  sums  of  money 
whatever  from  him  without  first  doing  as  he  directed 
or  advised  her,  and  was  not  therefore  a  free  agent, 
being  completely  under  the  power  and  influence  of  the 
Appellant 

4th.  Because  the  said  sum  of  3,000  /.  was  obtained 
by  the  Appellant  from  this  Respondent  by  undue  in^- 
ftuence,  fraud  and  imposition;  and  that  having  no 
authority  to  pay  the  same  over  to  the  said  Francis 
Maccabe,  or  doing  so  only  to  prevent  said  Respondent 
from  recovering  the  same,  he  the  Appellant  was  not 
entitled  to  have  credit  given  him  for  the  same. 

5th.  Because  Respondent  Peter  Maccabe  s  evidence 
was  properly  rejected,  he  being  an  interested  witness : 
having  been  throughout  concerned  and  mixed  up  with 
the  Appellant  in  deceiving  and  defrauding  the  Re- 
spondent Catherine  Hussey,  and  obtaining  her  pro« 
perty  from  her,  for  the  Appellant  said  Francis  Mac- 
cabe and  himself,  some  or  one  of  them. 

6th.  Because  the  evidence  and  facts  laid  before  the 
Court  of  Chancery  did  warrant  the  ov^erruling  the  said 
three  exceptions,  and  the  making  the  other  directions 
and  adjudications  made  by  the  said  decree  of  the  11th 
day  of  August  1829;  and  particularly  the  letting  the 
Respondent,  Catherine  Hussey,  take  the  said  judg- 
ment  debt  of  3,600/.  in  part  satisfection  <^  her  de^ 


It  was  argued  for  the  AppeUant,  at  the  Bar  of  the 
liorda,  tl^at  Peter  Maccahe*s  evideace  ought  not  to 
haVe  beea  rejected,  and  that  if  their  Lordships  were  of 
that  opinion  they  could  not  look  at  that  evidence  to 
see  whether  its  admission  ought  to  make  any  altera- 
tion in  the  decree,  as  their  Lordships  were  an  appel* 
late  and  not  an  original  jurisdiction,  and  must  remit 
the  cause  to  the  Court  below.  It  was  also  argued 
that  there  was  no  imposition,  as  the  Respondent  was 
not  likely  to  be  imposed  upon,  being  addicted  to  lite- 
rature, and  a  strong-minded  woman. 

Zord  ChonctUar : — If  she  had  been  soj^  when  the 
Appellant  desired  her  to  call  him  ^^  dearest  nephew, 
die  probably  would  have  called  him  ^^  dearest  uncle. 
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monds  against  the  Appellant,  and  the  declaring  that  J^^ 
'  she  had  a  specific  lien  on  the  said  two  annuities  for  Maccabe 
the  said  sum  of  3,000/.;  such  said  evidence  and  facts 
having  clearly  proved  that  the  monies  with  which  the 
said  judgment  debt  and  die  said  two  annuities  had 
been  purchased,  were  part  of  the  produce  of  the  said 
stocks  and  funds  so  as  asferesaid  obtained  from  Respon- 
dent by  Appellant. 

Lastly.  Because,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  great  fraud,  imposition,  and  much  undue  in- 
fluence, were  practised  upon  this  Respondent  by  the 
Appellant  and  his  two  l»rothers,  said  Francis  Maccabe 
and  Respondent  Peter  Maccabe,  some  or  one  of  them ; 
and  because  the  said  two  decrees  of  the  said  IStli  of 
June  1827,  and  of  the  said  11th  of  August  1829,  are 
consistent  with  equity  and  justice. 


Lard  Chancellor : — Notwithstanding  the  able  argu«  iaOcui83i. 
ment  for  the  Appellant,  I  have  no  mannex  of  doubt  about    ^udgmeat. 
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1831.  this  case.  If  it  were  before  a  jury  I  have  no  doubt  they 
J^T'^'  '  would  find  a  verdict  afrainst  the  Appellant  without  turn* 
V.  ing  round  in  the  box.  The  actual  transition  of  the  Ap* 
^^^^'  pellant  from  his  profession  to  attach  himself  to  this  lady 
in  the  manner  he  did  speaks  volumes.  First,  he  desires 
that  she  call  him,  My  dear  Sir ;  and  then  the  lady, 
inopia  conciliij  promotes  him  to  the  rank  of  nephew,  at 
his  own  desire ;  and  at  his  own  request  she  advances 
him  to  the  title  of  My  dearest  Nephew,  and  he  ad- 
dresses her  by  the  title  of  My  dearest  Aunt,  although 
she  was  no  more  his  aunt  than  I  am.  I  have  looked 
closely  into  the  facts  of  the  case,  in  order  to  ascertain 
whether  there  was  any  consideration  for  this  extraor^ 
dinary  confidence  and  liberality,  and  I  find  it  stated 
that  he  had  reclaimed  a  lost  son  of  this  lady,  and 
brought  him  up  as  a  respectable  man ;  but  I  find  also 
that  there  was  great  misrepresentation  on  his  part  as 
to  the  conduct  of  the  son.  This  somewhat  resembles 
the  case  of  Huguenin  and  Basely,  14  Ves.  273,  where 
Basely  misrepresented  to  Mrs.  Huguenin  the  conduct 
of  her  solicitor,  in  order  to  get  the  management  of  her 
afiairs  into  his  own  hands.  But  there  are  abundant 
facts  without  that  to  support  the  judgment,  such  as 
the  transferring  the  lady's  stock  into  his  own  name,  and 
a  variety  of  other  facts,  even  although  the  evidence  of 
Peter  Maccabe  should  be  admitted,  although  I  am  of 
opinion  that  his  evidence  was  properly  rejected. 

It  was  ably  argued  by  the  Solicitor-General,  that  if 
your  Lordships  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  evidence 
was  improperly  rejected,  you  cannot  look  at  it  so  as 
to  affect  your  judgment  one  way  or  other,  but  must 
send  it  back  again.  But  this  House,  sitting  as  a  Court 
of  Equity,  often  does  look  to  evidence  which  has  been 
rejected,  in  order  to  see  whether,  if  admitted,  it  could 
afiect  their  judgment.     This  is  not  like  an  application 
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for  a  new  trial  in  a  court  of  law,  for  there  the  Court       i83i. 
cannot  say,  suppose  the  evidence  had  been  admitted,     mIccIbe 
it  would  make  no  difference  in  our  judginent ;  but  the  «• 
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reason  is,  that  they  are  not  judges  of  fact,  but  the 
jury.  But  sitting  here  as  a  Court  of  Equity,  we  are 
in  a  situation  much  nearer  to  that  of  the  Court  below, 
being  judges  of  fact  as  well  as  of  law.  But  even 
courts  of  law  do  exercise  a  discretion  as  to  allowing 
new  trials,  for  if  they  can  get  light  enough  to  see  that 
there  will  be  no  use  in  sending  the  case  to  a  new  trial, 
they  will  not  send  it,  on  the  obvious  principle  of  avoid- 
ing unnecessary  litigation.  I  advise  your  Ix)rdsbips 
therefore  to  affirm  the  judgment ;  but  I  do  not  propose 
to  give  costs,  and  for  this  reason,  that  under  the  cir- 
cumstances it  rather  did  the  Appellant  honour  to  court 
iurther  investigation. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


454  CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 


APPEAL 


FROM   THE  COURT   OF   SESSION. 


*^  ^3*4  Dec.       Macneil        ...        -        JppeUatit. 
— V — '         Jolly  and  Wife  -        .        -        Respondents. 

Interest^ 

Compound.    I^  ^  c^^se  where,  in  1811,  a  written  agreement  had  been  ob* 

tained  to  discharge  an  heritable  bond  on  which  interest  was 
due  from  1792,  which  agreement  was  reduced  as  fraudu* 
lent,  the  Court  of  Session,  in  an  action  on  the  bond,  ad- 
judged that  the  simple  interest  from  1792  to  1811  should 
be  turned  into  principal,  and  that  on  the  accumulated  fund 
from  181 1,  till  payment,  interest  should  be  charged  on  bien- 
nial vests.  But  this  judgment  was  reversed  by  the  House 
of  Lords ;  the  ground  of  the  reversal,  as  stated  in  the  sub- 
sequent case  of  Napier  v.  Lady  Gordon,  being  the  biennial 
vests. 

In  August  1787f  Daniel  Macneil,  of  Gallochilly, 
granted  for  value,  to  Doctor  Macneil,  of  Stevenson,  a 
bond  for  1,000/.,  with  disposition  in  security  of  his 
estate  at  Gallochilly.  In  1811,  Hector  Macneil,  Ap- 
pellant's brother,  who  had  succeeded  Daniel  Macneil, 
his  father,  prevailed  on  Doctor  Macneil  to  sign  an 
agreement  to  grant  him  a  discharge  of  all  bonds  and 
claims  in  respect  of  a  debt  then  amounting  to  3,000/., 
in  consideration  of  a  bill  for  230/.,  and  of  a  bond  for 
payment  to  the  Doctor  of  an  annuity  for  the  Doctor's 
life  of  7  i  per  cent,  on  the  debt.  Doctor  Macneil  was 
then  between  seventy  and  eighty  years  of  age,  and 
although  capable  of  managing  his  own  affairs,  had 
exhibited  symptoms  of  imbecility,  aggravated  by  a 
habit  of  dram  drinking. 

Doctor  Macneils  law  agent,  on  hearing  of  this 
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tFanspctiohy  wrote,  by  the  Doctors  desire,  to  Hector       is30. 
Macneil  to  have  the  writing  delivered  up  to  be  can-     jj^j^^^^ 
celled,  but  Hector  Macneil  refused,  and  brought  his  v. 

action  against  Doctor  Macneil  to  have  the  agreement  and  wife, 
implemented,  and  thereupon  the  Doctor  conveyed  the 
debts  in  question  to  Messrs.  Moir  and  Bridges,  the  one 
his  law  agent,  the  other  his  confidential  friend,  ^  his 
trustees,  and  they  brought  an  action  in  their  own 
names  and  that  of  Doctor  Macneil  for  reduction  of 
the  agreement 

In  June  1814,  the  Lord  Ordinary  pronounced  an 
interlocutor  in  both  actions,  which,  as  containing  a 
brief  but  distinct  statement  of  the  facts  and  grounds  of 
judgment,  is  here  given  entire. 

"  The  Lord  Ordinary  (Alloway)  having  heard  par-  Dec.  1B14. 
**  ties'  procurators*  at  great  length,  and  made  avizan- 
**  dum  to  himself  with  the  processes  and  productions, 
^'  and  having  considered  the  same,  conjoins  the  pro- 
<<  cess  at  the  instance  of  Hector  Frederick  Macneil, 
**  Esq.  of  Gallochilly,  i^ainst  Dr.  James  Macneil,  of 
**  Stevenston  and  Neilhall,  with  the  action  of  redac-* 
'^  tion  at  the  instance  of  Walter  Moir,  accountuit, 

and  David  Bridges,  merchant  in  Edinburgh,  trust- 

disponees  and  assignees  for  behoof  of  the  said  Dr. 

James  Macneil,  against  the  said  Hector  Frederick 
''  Macneil,  of  Gallochilly,  Esq. ;  and,  in  the  said  pro- 
**  cess  of  reduction,  finds  it  asserted,  upon  the  part  of 
^'  the  Pursuers,  that  Dr.  Macneil  is  about  eighty 
"  years  of  age,  although,  from  his  having  been  bom 
'^  in  a  part  of  Ireland  where  no  register  of  baptisms 
*^  had  been  kept,  his  precise  age  is  not  exactly  known ; 
^*  and  finds  it  not  denied  by  the  Defender,  that  Dr. 
^^  Macneil  is  a  man  far  advanced  in  years :  Finds, 
*'  that  the  missive  under  reduction,  dated  25th  De- 
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i8^u.     'Vcember  1811,  conteins  an  agreement  tt>  tte^^(^' 

^i'^^^j^ .  "  that,  as  the  Defedder  had  that  day  giveil'  the  DocWr" 

»_       <<  his  bill  for  2301  sterling,    payable  three  nMMidis 

aiHi  Wife.     '^  after  date,  which  was  to  be  deducted  frotn  the^  ae- 

**  count  due  by  the  Defender  to  Dr;  Macn^l,  te 

^'  thereby  agreed  to  free  Ihe  Defender  from  siHbcnids' 

and  olher  claims  that  he  had  against  the  Defender, ' 

on  condition  of  his  granting  him  a  bond  of  annn^, 

**  during  his  life,  for  a  sum  equal  to  71  per  ^eUt'ef 

^^  the  balance :    Finds,  that  Dr.  Macneii  having^,  on 

<<  the  very  day  on  which  the  missive  was  written, 

'*  communicated  the  scroll  thereof,  as  delivered  to  hiim 

by  the  Defender,  to  Walter  Moir,  accountant,  now 

acting  as  one  of  his  trustees,  that  gentleman,  upon  the 

"  same  day,  wrote  to  Gallochilly's  agent,  that  'ffie 

<<  Doctor  had  been  just  mentioning  to  me  6omethfl]|^ 

'^  of  an  arrangement,  to  be  gone  into  by  Gilil^lHy 

^^  and  him,  the  meaning  or  effect  of  whit^h  hcf  d<>^ 

«  not  seem  to  hare  any  idea  of;'  and  that 'Afi^4etl^ 

<'  was  followed  by  a  protest,  upon  the  28^  Deoeof^ 

<'  1811,  on  the  part  of  the  present  Pursuers,  ^W^^itrti^  ' 

'^  tees  for  Dr.  Macnal,  agunst  the  Deieikler  ind-tiitf 

'^  agent,   demanding  delivery  of  the  agredmefiti*  as* 

'^  having  been  totally  misunderstood  by  Dr.  Macneil,' 

*^  and  offering  back  the  promissory  note  ibr  £51)/.' 

"  sterling :    Finds,  that  there  was  no  person  present;' 

'*  upon  the  part  of  Dr.  Macneil,  at  the  time  this  agree* 

^'  ment  was  entered  into,  although  there  was  a  man' 

^'  of  business  present  on  the  part  of  the  Defender,  and 

'^  who  is  the  writer  of  the  missive  in  question,  which 

*^  is  a  probative  document,  in  terms  of  the  act  1681 : 

"  Finds,  that  the  Defender  kept  this  missive  of  agree- 

'^  ment,  and  gave  Dr.  Macneil  a  scroll,  not  probative; 

^^  whereby  the  Defender  had  it  in  his  power,  by  de- 

^'  stroying  the  probative  document  in  bis  possession. 
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''  to  pot  an  end  to  all  legal  evidence  of  its  existence,  i  h90. 
*•  whereas  Dr.  Macneil  had  no  document  whatever  m][^[^l 
''  from  which  the  agreement  could  have  been  legally  «• 
"  authenticated :  Finds,  that  the  accounts  were  not  and  Wife. 
'^  adjusted,  nor  was  the  amount  of  the  balance  due  by 
"  the  Defender  to  Dr.  Macneil  ascertained  at  the  time 
'^  this  missive  was  entered  into:  Finds,  that  the 
'^  agreement  affords  no  presumption  of  any  intention 
'*  upon  the  part  of  Dr.  Macneil  to  abate  any  part  of 
''  his  claim,  nor  to  pass  from  any  part  of  it  as  doubt- 
<*  ful;  but,  on  the  contrary,  to  convert  the  whole 
**  balance  of  principal  of  whatever  remained,  after 
*'  the  payment  of  QSOl.^  into  an  annuity  at  the  rate 
**  of  7  i  per  cent,  which  it  is  said  the  Doctor  under- 
stood to  be  a  perpetual  annuity,  whereas  the  mis* 
sive  in  question  bears  that  it  was  only  an  annuity 
'^  during  his  life:  Finds*  that  an  annuity,  at  the 
"  rate  of  7  i  per  cent.,  to  a  man  of  so  great  an  age  as 
*^  Dr.  Macneil,  was  a  most  unequal  and  unfair  trans- 
'^  action,  as  the  life  of  Dr.  Macneil,  at  bis  age,  was 
**  not  insurable ;  and  2  i  per  cent,  above  the  ordinary 
**  interest  afforded  no  compensation  for  the  sinking 
''  of  the  principal  for  such  an  annuity  during  the 
**  Doctor's  life :  Finds,  that  a  large  part  of  the  debt 
*\  due  by  the  Defender  to  Dr.  Macneil  was  secured 
*'  by  heritable  bond  and  infeftment;  whereas  this 
''  agreement  for  sinking  the  balance  into  an  annuity 
**  does  not  even  stipulate  heritable  security  for  the 
''  payment  of  that  annuity,  in  lieu  of  the  heritable 
'^  debt,  which  was  to  be  thereby  extinguished ;  and 
*^  therefore,  in  the  whole  circumstances  of  the  case, 
*'  reduces,  decerns,  and  declares,  in  terms  of  the 
'*  libel :  And,  in  the  action  of  Hector  Frederick  Mac- 
'*  neil  against  Dr.  Macneil,  for  the  implement  of  the 
*'  said  agreement,  assoilzies  him  from  the  conclusions 
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1 830.       5^  of  that  action ;  and,  in  both  actions,  finds  the  raid 

Mack£il     "  Hector  Frederick  Macneil  liable  in  expenses,  of 

9.         «  which  allows  an  account  to  be  given  in,  and  de- 

andWife.       "   cems/' 

To  this  interlocutor  the  Court  adhered;  and,  on 
appeal,  the  judgment  was  .affirmed  in  the  Houee  of 
Lords,  (March  1824). 

In  1817  Dr.  Macneil  died,  leaving  a  deed  of  settle- 
ment of  the  whole  of  his  property  in  favour  of  the 
Respondent,  Mrs.  Jolly,  his  natural  daughter  and  only 
child.  In  the  same  year,  previous  to  his  death,  the 
trustees  brought  their  action,  (February  18,  ISiyX  on 
the  heritable  bond,  against  the  Appellant,  Malcolm 
Macneil,  as  representing  his  father  and  brother,  fdr 
payment  of  the  debt,  and  interest  tiiereon  since  1792. 
After  the  death  of  Dr.  Macneil,  and  the  judgment  of 
the  House  of  Lords  in  the  original  actions  by  and 
against  Hector  Macneil,  the  Respondents,  Mr.  end 
Mrs.  Jolly,  obtained  from  the  trustees  a  disposition 
and  assignation  of  the  debt,  and  sisted  themdehres  as 
Pursuers.  When  the  matter  came  to  be  discussed^  the 
Respondents  insisted  that  the  simple  interest,  due 
from  1792  till  1811,  should  be  turned  into  principal, 
and  that,  from  1811  until  payment,  compound  inteirest 
should  be  charged  on  the  accumulated  fund.  The 
Lord  Ordinary  (Eldin),  pronounced  the  following  in- 
13  Nut.  1825.  terlocutor :    ^^  Having    considered    this    minute  and 

*<  answers,  replies  and  duplies,  and  whole  process, 
'^  repels  the  claim  of  the  Pursuers  for  compound  inte- 
^'  rest  on  the  heritable  debt  libelled,  and  decerns; 
**  and  appoints  them  to  give  in  a  state  of  the  sum  due 
**  under  the  heritable  bond,  with  simple  interest*'' 

This  interlocutor  the  Respondents  brought  under 
the  review  of  their  Lordships  of  the  first  division  of  the 
Court  of  Session,  by  a  reclaiming  note,  which  was  or- 
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cteted  in  due  course  to  the  roll,  and  came  to  be  advised 

of  this  date,  when  the  fbUowing  interlocutor  was  pro-  26  May  iSa6. 

nounced :  "  The  Lords  having  resumed  the  considera-     ^^ 

^  tion  of  this  note,  and  heafld  the  counsel  for  the 

^  parties,    they  alter  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord 

^  Ordinary  complained  of:  Sustain  the  claim  of  the 

^'  Pursuers  for  compound  interest  on  the    heritable 

**  debt  libelled :  Find  that  the  Pursuers  are  entitled  to 

^  have  the  bygone  interests,  at  the  rate  of  five  per 

^^  cent,  per  annum,  accumulated  on  the  Sdth  day  of 

^December  1811  years,  with  the  principal  sum,  and 

^  also  to  have  the  same  and  accruing  interests,  accu* 

*^  mutated  at  the  foresaid  rate  at  the  end  of  every  two 

^  years  thereafter,  until  the  whole  are  paid  up." 

From  this  judgment,  in  as  £Eur  as  regarded  the  accu- 
mnlation  and  compound  interei^t,  the  Appellant  appealed 
to  the  House  of  Lords  for  the  following  among  other 
reasons: 

L  The  judgment  of  the  Court,  ordering  the  bygone 
interest  'to  be  accumulated  with  the  principal  sum  con^* 
tkuned  in  the  bond,  upon  the  96th  December  1811, 
aiid  fllwarding  compound  interest  by  biennial  rests  since 
ihat  date,  is  disconform  to  the  grounds  of  action,  and 
wdirapetita  of  the  summons  itself. 

XL  Lord  AUoway's  interlocutor  of  4th  December 
1814^,  decerning  for  the  principal  sum  and  interest  as 
UbeUed,  having  been  acquiesced  in,  and  suffered  to 
become  final  by  the  Pursuers,  the  subsequent  demand 
for  compound  interest  was  incompetent. 

IIL  Accumulation  of  compound  interest  upon  a 
loan  of  money  is  contrary  to  the  established  rules  of 
the  law  of  Scotland. 

For  the  Respondents  it  was  contended  that  the 
judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed,  for  the  following 
among  other  reasons: 
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i83or  I.  With  regard  to  the  fir&t  point,  which  is,  the  acca^ 

Macneil     ii^^il^tion  of  interest,  the  Respondents  apprehend  th^ 

^'  are  clearl)  entitled  to  it,  as  ordered  in  the  interlocitoc 

aod  Wife,     appealed  "from ;  because,  while  such  aocumolation  is  in 

no  respect  contrary  to  law,  it  is  plainly  due  in  equity^ 

considering  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  andk^  paiti*- 

cularly,  that  payment  of  the  debt  has  been  so  long^ 

withheld,  in  consequence  of  the  illegal  and  fraudulent 

conduct  of  the  original  Defender,  Hector*  Frederick- 

Macneil. 

II.  In  any  circumstances  there  can  be  no  dpubt  of 
the  Respondent  s  right  to  have  the  accumulation  sus- 
tained to  the  full  extent  of  the  principal  sum  and  inte^ 
rest  and  penalties  concluded  for  in  the  bond;  these 
penalties  being  a  part  of  the  dd)t,  as  constituted  by 
the  bond  itself,  and  there  being  no  reason  for  restrict- 
ing the  penalties,  which  are  below  the  amount  of  the 
interest  as  accumulated  by  order  of  the  Court. . 

III.  The  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  of  d^e 
10th  of  July  1828,  granting  interim  decree  for  S,SKX)^s 
oug^ht,  as  the  Respondents  humbly  conceive,  to  be 
affirmed;  in  the  first  place,  because  the  Appellant  id 
barred  from  the  tcrtiew  of  that  interlocutor  by  appeal ; 
and,  in  the  secoiid  place,  because  the  interlocutor,  on 
its  own  merits,  istonobjectionable* 

For  the  Respondents  were  cited  the  cases  of  Hamilr 

ton  V.  Mar^hall^  25  February  1813 ;  Montgomery  v. 

JVauchope^  4<  Dow,  133 ;  Raphael  v.  Boehm,  11  Ves. 

-     92 ;  Duke  of  Queensberry's  Executors  v.  Tait^  Fac. 

Col.  23  March  1822. 

For  the  Appellant  the  following  cases,  Scotch  anoliBn* 
glish,  were  cited  : — Macadam  v.  Creditors  ofCampb^l, 
Mor.  Diet.  10,051;  Fraser  v.  Hamilton^  Mov.pict. 
564;  Ladi/  Braid  v.  FmfI  of  Kingkoni,  Mor.  Diet. 
1 0,411  ;  Dun  v.  Colqultoun,  Mor.  Diet.  l6,43Cj  Camp- 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR.  461 

bett  V.  Earl  of  GalUmay,  Mor.  Diet.  3d  March  1802  ;       i830. 
Hamilton  v.  Marshall^  February  1813 ;  MontgomeHe     ^^    ' 
V.  Wauchope,  1 8 1 2, 1 81 3  ;  Duke  of  Queensberrys  Exe-         v. 
ctkdH^v.  Tail,  Fac.  Coll.  23d  March  1822;  Raphael     aiJdWife. 
Y.  'Bl^ifn,  11  Ves.  92;   ThomhUl  v.  Evans,  2  Atk. 
Smi   Waring  v.  Cunliffe,  1  Ves.  99 ;  Few\.  Earl  oj 
WtMeNon,lVe8.4^51. 

The  cause  was  heard  on  the  10th  and  14th  of  Decem- 
ber 1830,  the  Lord  Chief  BarOn  Alexander  sitting  for 
the  Lord  Chancellor ;  his  Lordship,  not  being  a  Peer, 
was  precluded  by  the  forms  of  the  House  from  stating 
the  grounds  of  his  opinion  on  the  case;  but' the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  below  was  reversed.  .         ^ 

(In  a  subsequent  case,  Napier  v.  Lddy  Gordon,  it  was 
stated  that  the  ground  of  the  r^veri^l  was  the  biennial 
rests.)  •  • 


^o 


.  (JVote.)— In  Napier  v .Loih/  Gordon^Sd  October  1831 , 
it  was  decided  by  the  Lords,  affirming  a  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Session,  that  where  a  pei^son  purchlised  an 
estate,  the  price  of  which  bore  interest  from  1813,  and 
the  purchaser  did  not  pay,  on  account  of  his  not  cer* 
talnly  knowing  to  whom  payment  sboold  be  made,  and 
in  1821  brought  his  action  of  multiplepoinding  to 
have  that  point  ascertained,  but  without  consigning 
die  money  into  Court,  he  was  bound  .to  pay  interest 
on  the  principal,  and  on  the  interest  accumulated  from 
1813  till  the  date  of  the  citation  in  1821,  until  the 
money  should  be  paid.  The  following  observations  of 
the  Lord  Chancellor  {Brougham)  will  explain  the 
ground  of  this. 

Lord  Chancellor : — The  party  refusing  payment  on 
the  citation  has  put  himself  in  mora,  and,  under  the 
Scotch  law,  is  just  as  much  liable  to  pay  interest  on 
the  interest  due  at  that  time  as  on  the  principal,  or  any 
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1 830.       Other  debt  due  from  one  man  to  another.     In  England 

T^iT^,.     the  case  is  difFerent- 

V.  One  word  with  respect  to  the  particular  form  of  the 

aua  \vife.  action.  I  entertained,  as  your  Lordships  may  remem- 
ber, some  doubt  whether  the  case  of  multtplepoinding 
was  not  different  from  an  ordinary  action ;  for  in  an 
ordinary  action  you  are  in  mora  if  you  do  not  pay^ 
because  you  know  when  you  are  to  pay ;  but  not  so 
with  respect  to  an  action  of  multiplepoinding.  The 
answer  to  that  is  what  I  flung  out  at  the  time,  and  on 
which  I  have  had  some  communication  with  the  learned 
persons  on  the  bench  in  Scotland.  The  opinion  which 
I  had  taken  up,  perhaps  on  slight  grounds,  is  com- 
pletely confirmed — that  the  principle  of  mora  holds  as 
good  in  an  action  of  multiplepoinding  as  in  an  action 
of  another  nature.  An  action  of  multiplepoinding 
pots  the  party  who  does  not  pay  in  mora  as  much  as 
any  common  action,  because  he  has  only  to  consign. 
There  is  a  provision  as  to  that,  I  understand,  although 
I  was  not  referred  to  it,  in  the  5Sd  Geo.  3.  I  have  since 
looked  into  that  statute,  from  a  reference  in  one  of  the 
printed  cases,  and  I  find  that  the  party  is  safe  on 
consigning  the  money  into  Court ;  and  that  from  the 
time  of  consignment  he  is  chargeable  with  no  i&tei«st. 
But  if  he  chooses  to  keep  the  money  mixed  up  witb  his 
own  funds,  it  is  in  vain  for  him  to  say,  that  h^  ought 
not  to  pay  interest  at  five  per  cent,  because  he  may 
have  got  only  two  or  three  per  cent,  or  nothing  at  all. 
He  is  in  mora :  he  is  committing  laches :  there  is  a 
wilful  neglect  of  duty  on  his  part,  and  therefore  he 
shall  pay  full  interest. 

Judgment  affirmed,  8d  October  1881. 
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APPEAL 

FROM  THE  COURT  OF  CHANCERY. 


Respondents. 


A.  a  shareholder  in  a  theatre,  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
B.  C.  &  D.,  three  other  shareholders,  by  which  the  theatre 
was  to  be  leased  to  them  at  a  certain  rent.  He  subse- 
quently tiled  a  bill  ag:ainst  them  for  specific  performance^ 
on  which  they  proved  that  another  agreement,  of  which 
they  had  before  had  no  notice,  had  been  entered  into  some 
yeaiB  before  between  A.  and  other  parties,  his  then  co* 
shareholders  in  the  theatre,  and  that  the  earlier  agreement 
contained  conditions  incompatible  with  the  performance  of 
that  into  which  they  had  entered ;  they  also  proved  that 
two  transactions  with  regard  to  the  letting  of  boxes  had 
not  been  truly  represented  to  them.  The  Vice-Chancellor 
held,  that  as  the  theatre  had  in  substance  the  benefit  re- 
presented to  accrue  from  these  lettings,  the  misrepresentation 
as  to  mere  form  was  no  bar  to  A's  claim  for  a  specific  per* 
fonnance.  The  Lord  Chancellor  reversed  that  decision, 
and  the  reversal  was  held  right  by  the  House  of  Lords. 


1  HE  Theatre  Royal  Covent  Garden  had,  up  to  the 
month  of  October  1820,  been  under  the  management 
of  Mr.  Harris,  the  father  of  the  present  Appellant.  In 
that  month* Mr.  Harris  died.  His  son,  the  present 
Appellant,  who  had  previously  assisted  his  father, 
then  assumed  the  sole  management,  and  received,  as. 
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his  father  had  received  before  him,  the  sum  of  1^000/. 
a  year  as  compeasation  for  his  trouble.  Th^  ~I(e- 
spondents,  Kemble,  Willett  and  Forbes,  had  frequently 
objected  to  the  Appellant's  continuing  to  exeroise  the 
powers  of  the  sole  management,  and  to  the  payment 
to  him  of  a  1,000/.  a  year  in  respect  thereot  In  the 
course  of  the  year  18S1  many  meetings  were  held 
upon  the  subject,  and  the  Respondents  then  insisted 
that  the  Appellant  should  no  longer  exercise  the  sole 
control  over  the  theatre,  but  that  they  should  have  a 
voice  in  the  management  At  that  time  the  Appellant 
was,  under  his  father's  will,  entitled  to  12-S4tbs  of  the 
property  of  the  said  theatre,  and  in  his  own  right  to 
2-24ths.  The  Respondent,  Francis  Const,  was  en- 
titled, for  his  life,  under  the  will  of  Mrs.  Martindale, 
to  3-24ths ;  and  the  other  Respondents  were  together 
entitled  to  the  remaining  7-*^'lths ;  that  is  to  say,  the 
Respondent,  Charles  Kemble,  to  4-24ths,  by  gift:  from 
his  brother,  the  late  John  Philip  Kemble;  and  the 
Respondents,  John  Saltren  Willett  and  John  Forbes, 
to  3-24ths,  in  equal  moieties,  they  having  resp^((Uivdy 
married  the  two  daughters  of  George  White,  by  whose 
will  the  S-24th  parts  in  the  said  theatre  were. be- 
queathed to  his  executors,  William  Harrison  and  James 
Trotter,  the  two  other  Respondents  in  this  Appeal,  in 
trust  for  his  said  two  daughters;  the  reversion  of 
Francis  Const's  d-24ths  was  then  in  certain  persons 
claiming  under  the  will  of  Mrs.  Martindale,  but  has 
since  becfome  by  purchase,  and  now  is  vested  in  these 
Respondents,  John  Saltren  Willett  and  John  Forbes, 
in  equal  moieties. 

The  Appellant  objected  to  admit  these  Respondents, 
or  either  of  them,  to  any  participation  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  theatre,  and  insisted  that  he  had  a  right  to 
be  paid  for  his  management  the  same  annual  sum 
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which  had  been  taken  by  his  father:  he,  howeVer, 
proposed  to  Mr.  Harrison,  that  he  should  retire  alto- 
-gether  from  the  managemait  of  the  theatre  if  these 
Hdspondents  wonld  take  a  lease  of  his  shares  in  the 
theatre,  at  a  rent  to  be  agreed  upon. 

Before  the  said  proposal  of  the  said  Appellant,  he 
had,  with  a  view  to  Justify  his  course  of  management 
of  the  said  theatre,  furnished  several  statements  and 
accounts  to  Mr.  Harrison.  The  Respondents,  John 
S.  Willett  and  John  Forbes,  had  occasionally  referred 
to  the  books  of  account  kept  in  the  theatre,  and  afler 
the  said  proposal  of  the  Appellant  they  again  examined 
the  books,  and  with  more  attention,  with  a  view  to 
ascertain  the  state  of  the  affairs  of  the  theatre,  and 
what  had  been  the  result  as  to  profit  or  loss  of  its 
management  during  former  years ;  but,  as  they  alleged, 
they  found  it  was  impossible  to  collect  any  information 
•from  liiem  upon  which  they  could  rely,  owing  to  the 
confused  and  imperfect  manner  in  which  those  ac- 
^oounte  •  were  kept  The  object  in  examining  these 
accounts,  smd  others  furnished  by  the  Appellant,  was 
to  ascertain  the  expenditure  and  receipt  of  the  theiatre, 
ifn  order  to  iSx  the  amount  of  rent  to  be  reserved  in  the 
proposed  lease. 

From  the  materials  so  furnished  by  the  Appellant, 
these  Respondents  were  advised  by  Mr.' Harrison  to 
agree  to  give  a  rent  calculated  at  the  rate  oi  12,000/. 
per  annum  for  the  whole  theatre,  and  these  Re- 
spondents accordingly  agreed  so  to  do,  and  articles  of 
agreement  were  prepared. 

The  preparation  of  such  articles  of  agreement  was 
intrusted,  on  behalf  of  all  parties,  to  the  private  soli- 
citor of  the  Appellant. 

The  articles  of  agreement,  dated  11th  March  1822, 
were  in  effect  as  follows :-— That  the  Appellant  and 
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thefie..Bespondeiit8»  .beiag. together  entitled  to  fil-S4lfa6 
of  the  theatre,  should  demise  sueh  their  shares  to  Mn 
Hadrison,  as  a  trustee,  at  a  pepper-<com  rent,  for  a  tenn 
of  years.  Mr.  Harrison,  the  trustee,  was  then  to  graot 
an  under-lease  to  .these  Respondents,  reserving  are^ 
version  of  three  days  of  the  term  granted  to  him*. 
The  term  to  be  granted  to  these  Respondents  wiia 
for  ten  years,  to  be  computed  fr<xn  the  1st  day  of 
August  1821.  Under  this  lease  the  rent  was  caU 
culated,  upon  all  the  shades,  at  12,000/.  a  year.  In  a 
schedule  annexed  to  this  agreement,  and  purporting  to 
set  forth  the  sources  of  incopie  to  the  theatre,  it  was 
stated,  that  there  was  a  box  let  to  Sir  Edmund  An^*^ 
trobus,  for  alternate  weeks,  at  QIOL  per  annum }  and 
ia  a  second  schedule,  a  sum  of  460L  a  year  was  de*- 
SQfibed  as  payable  to  the  theatre  in  respect  of  a  box 
held  by  Lord  Holland  for  a  term  of  years. 

These  articles  of  agreement  were  executed  by  the 
Appellant,  and  by  these  Respondents,  on  the  11th* 
March  18SS.     Upon  their  execution  the  Appellant! 
retired  from,  and  these  Respondents  entered  upoq,  thd 
management  of  the  dieatre.  '      / 

Very  shortly  afterwards  these  Respondents  appointed 
Mr.  Henry  Robertson  accountant  of  the  theatre.  ^       < ; 

On  the  13th  AprU  1823,  Francis  Const  exhibited  his 
bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  against  the  Appellant, 
these  Respondents,  and  the  said  William  Harrison  and 
James  Trotter,  as  executors  of  Mr.  White ;  and  he 
thereby,  after  stating  an  indenture,  dated  9th  March 
181S,  which  indenture  contained  certain  provisions  for 
the  application  of  the  funds  of  said  theatre,. and  for  the 
payment  of  certain  debts  specified  in  two  several 
schedules  annexed  thereto,  and  after  stating  that  there 
remained  some  part  of  such  scheduled  debts  unpaid,  and 
certain  acts  and  applications  of  the  funds  of  said  theatre/ 
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since  these  Respondents  had  taken  upon  themselves  the 
management  thereof,  inconsistent  with  the  pvoTisions* 
of  said  indenture,  he  prayed,  among  other  things,  that 
a)l  the  Defendants  to  his  bill  of  complaint  might  be 
decreed  to  abide  by,  and  specifically  to  perform  the 
several  agreements  and  covenants  contained  in  said 
indenture  of  9th  March  1812 

A  Receiver  was  appointed  in  the  suit  of  Mr.  Ccmst^ 
by  order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  February  1894>^ 
and  on  the  14th  of  April  in  that  year,  the  Appellant 
filed  his  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  agree* 
ment  of  March  IS^fl.  The  Respondents,  in  their 
answers,  alleged  that  they  had  entered  into  that  agree-' 
ment  without  knowledge  6f  the  Deed  of  1812,  through 
the  fraud  and  misrepresentations  of  the  Appellant ;  and 
relied  for  proof  of  dieir  allegation  on  the  fact  that  the 
box  stated  to  be  let  to  Sir  £.  Antrobus,  on  alternate 
weeks,  for  210/.  per  annum,  had  been  in  faot  demised 
to  htm  at  a  peppercorn  rent  for  21  years,  from  Sep'^ 
tember  ISiy^  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  2,6Sff/.^ 
then  paid  to  the  Appellant  s  father ;  and  they  forthef 
alleged,  as  another  instance  of  'fraud  and  mistopm* 
senftation,  tliat,  in  the  year  1820,  the  said  Thomas 
Harris^  the  father  of  the  said  Appellant,  by  indenMn 
dated  28th  September  1820,  assigned  to  Mesdrsr  Ste^ 
phenson,  Remington  and  Co.,  the  bankers  of  the  aand 
theatre,  the  sum  of  450/.  a  year,  being  the  rent  of  the 
box  in  the  said  theatre  held  by  Lord  Holland  for  a 
term  of  years,  and  that  such  assignment  was  to  secure 
not  only  a  debt  due  to  the  said  bankers  from  the  pro- 
prietors of  the  said  theatre  jointly,  but  also  to  secure  a 
private  debt  of  the  said  Thomas  Harris  due  to  them,  and 
that  the  Appellant,  although  he  was  privy  to  the  assign** 
ment,  had  never  informed  the  Respondents  or  the  said 
William  Harrison  thereof,  but  allowed  the  said  box  to 
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1S3K       be .  enumerated  in   the  second  schedule  to  liie  ^ard 
iUabis      agreement  widmit  any  notice  of  such  assignment,  and 
V*  the  Respondents  to  enter  into  the  said  agreement  in 

aiid  cibm.  the  belief  that  such  rent  of  450/.  a  year  was  unencum- 
bered, and  would  be  receivable  by  them.  The  Re^ 
spondents  alleged  also  misrepresentations  as  to  the 
profits  of  the  theatre  in  the  seasons  1819*-^  and 
1820-21 ;  and  all  these  misrepresentations  they  al- 
leged they  had  been  unable  to  detect  till  the  books 
and  the  theatre  had  been  for  some  considerable  time 
placed  under  their  absolute  controul. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Sir  John 
Leach,  then  Vice-chancellor,  on  the  37th  day  of 
February  1827 ;  and  on  the  12th  day  of  April  follow- 
ing, in  his  judgment  on  this  case,  the  Vice-Chancellor 
observed  (a),  that  the  statement  respecting  the  profits  of 
the  theatre  could  not  have  deltided  the  Defendants,  for 
they  stated  that  Mr.  Brandon  was  not  a  good  ac- 
countant, and  it  was  therefore  impossible  that  they 
could  have  relied  on  his  judgment  He  then  referred 
to  the  transaction  relating  to  the  box  demised  to  Sir 
£.  Antrobus,  and  observed,  that  the  concealment  of 
the  real  nature  of  this  transaction  was  extremely  incor- 
rect, although  it  was  the  same  thing .  to  the  other 
proprietors  as  if  the  box  had  been  actually  let  to  Sir  £. 
Antrobus  at  the  210/.  a  year.  Upon  referring  to  the 
table  of  annuities,  it  appeared  that  an  annuity  of  210/. 
for  21  years  vras  worth,  in  present  money,  2,692/.  Js. 


(a)  The  Editors  h&YB  extracled  the  foUowiog  sentences  of  the 
Vice-Chancellor's  judgment  from  a  veiy  clear  and  copious  report 
of  it  contained  in  the  first  volume  of  Mr.  Symons'  Cases  in  the 
Vice-Chancellor's  Court.  For  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chancellor 
they  are  indited  to  a  private  source,  on  the  accuracy  of  which 
they  can  confidently  rely. 
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$ir  £.  Antrobus  only  paid  2|625/.  ^.sii,w>  that  Mr; 
I^arris^  the  father,  in  effect  took  vpba  himself  to 
account  with  the  other  proprietors  for.an  annuity,  of 
210/.  for.  SI. years  without  having  received  quite  the 
full  value  for  this  undertaking,  and  his  half  the  property 
of  the  theatre  was  as  good  a  security  to  the  other  pro- 
prietors as  if  Sir  E.  Antrobus  had  undertaken  to  pay 
the  310/.  a  year.  It  was,  however,  the  duty  of  the 
father  and  the  Plaintiff!  to  have  disclosed  the  truth  to 
the  other  proprietors,  and  to  have  given  them  an  option 
of  receiving  either  their  proportions  of  the  2fifi5  /.,  or 
their  proportions  of  the  210/.  a  year;  and  if  the 
Plaintiff  had  been  well  advised,  he  would  have  taken 
the  occasion  of  his  treaty  with  the  Defendants  to  state 
the  actual  facts.  But  still  the  concealment  could  not 
be  made  to  bear  upon  the  validity  of  the  agreement  for 
the  lease.  Unless  the  Defendants  could  show  that  their 
interests  as  lessees  were  prejudiced  by  that  concealment, 
it  must, be  indifferent  to  them  whether  the  210/.  a  year 
was  accounted  for  by  the  Plaintiff  or  by  Sir  £.  An- 
trobus. If  the  Defendants  preferred  their  proportion 
of  the  price  to  their  proportion  of  the  rent,  there, 
was  nothing  in  the  agreement  to  prejudice  that 
question. 

His  Honor  then  remarked,  on  the  transaction  relating 
to  Lord  Holland's  box,  that,  upon  reference  to  the  books 
of  account  of  the  theatre,  there  appeared  to  be  entries 
which  manifested  that  this,  rent  of  450/.  was  paid  to 
Messrs.  Stevenson  &  Co. ;  and  if  the  Defendants  did 
not  actually  know  the  reason  why  it  :was  paid,  they  had 
there  sufficient  notice  of  the  transaction  to  put  persons 
of  ordinary  prudence  upon  an  inquiry  which  would 
have  given  them  full  information,  and  it  was  their 
own  fault  if  they  failed  to  make  that  inquiry.     With 
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respect  to  the  'Security  of  Messrs.  Stevenson  8c  Co. 
extendiBg  not  only  to  the  debt  due  from  the  theatre 
but  to  a  private  debt  of  Mr 4  Harris,  it  was  to  be  ob- 
servedy  that  as  £Eur  as  regarded  Mr.  Harris's  private 
debt  it  could  affect  only  his  share  of  the  theatre,  and 
was  the  saaie  thing  as  if  he  had  given  a  security  for 
his  private  debt  by  a  distinct  deed.  His  Honoris 
decree  was  therefore  pronounced,  directing  a  specific 
performance  of  the  agreement. 

From  that  decree  these  Respondents  presented  their 
petition  of  re-hearing;  but  the  cause  was  finally  agreed 
to  be  heard  as  an  appeal  befcwe  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
who,  on  the  19th  May,  pronounced  judgment  for  the 
Respondents,  and  in  the  course  of  that  judgment  gave 
tko  following  reasons  for  reversing  the  dedsion  of  the 
Vice-chancellor. 

The  first  question  that  presents  itself  natarafiy  to 
consider  is  this :  Supposing  that  nothing  had  been  done 
tinder  this  agreement,  die  agreement  of  March  1822;  ; 
suppose  these  gentlemen  had  not  entered  itito  posses- 
aiOD  of  the  theatre,  the  question  is,  whether,  under  the 
tiireumstanees  of  this  case,  this  Court  would  direct  the 
agreement  of  March  18SS  to  be  specifically  perfomed, 
specifically  performed  generally,  or  specifically  per- 
fiMrmed  sahjeet  to  any  and  what  modifications ;  and  if 
the  CoiKrt,  under  those  circumstances,  would  not  have 
lick  itself  justified  in  directing  a  specific  performance  of 
this  agreement;  the  next  question  diat  arises  and 
natun^ly  presents  itself  is  this,  whether,  in  consequence 
of  what  has  taken  place  under  this  agreement,  and 
whether,  in  consequence  of  the  conduct  of  the  parties, 
th^r  situation  is  so  altered,  and  the  circumstances  are 
so  changed,  as  to  induce  the  Court,  in  that  positicm  of 
things,  to  direct  that  this  agreement  should  be  spe- 
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dflcally  performed,  eitber  in  general,  or  subject  to  any 
modification.  These  are  the  two  views  of  the  case 
which  naturally  present  themselves  to  the  consideration 
of  thtf  Court.  The  first  point  that  oecurs  is  with  respect 
:to  the  Deed  of  March  1812.  In  looking  at  all  the 
evidence,  I  am  satisfied,  that  at  die  time  when  the 
the  agfeement  of  March  1822  was  entered  into,  these 
parties,  none  of  them,  had  in  their  view  or  consideration 
the  Deed  of  March  1812.  There  is  no  ^ndence  to 
satisfy  my  mind  that  they  actually  knew  of  that  deed. 
If  they  did  know  of  it,  their  whole  conduct,  and  the 
whole  negotiation,  must  have  proceeded  upon  the  as* 
sumption  that  it  was  no  longer  binding,  and  no  longer 
operative  between  them.  In  point  of  fact,  it  was  acted 
on  only  for  a  short  period  of  time — I  believe  for  about 
two  years,  and  the  payments  were  never  afterwards 
mad^  on  the  footing  of  that  deed.  Misrepresentations 
are  charged  to  have  been  made  with  respect  to  the 
ptofits  e€  the  theatre  in  the  two  seasons  181^*^ 
atnd  1800-21.  It  is  said,  on  the  other  side,  that 
Mn  Harrison  or  the  parties  had  access  to  the  books, 
aibd  that  by  inspecting  and  examining  certain  books 
th€y  might  have  corrected  those  documents.  It  ap- 
pears from  all  the  evidence  that  the  books  where  kept 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  render  it  extretaely  difficult, 
without  bestowing  a  great  deal  of  time  and  attention, 
and  employing  the  sl^ill  of  an  accountant,  to  deduce  any 
certain  conclusion  from  them ;  and  it  does  not  appear 
in  evidence  whether,  if  those  documents  had  been 
examined  by  the  books,  the  error  coutained  in  them 
could  have  been  easily  detected ;  but  at  all  events  it 
was  a  representation  made  by  Mr.  Harris  with  a  view 
to  this  agreement,  with  a  view  to  the  fixing  of  the  terms 
of  the  rent. 
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The  next  point  for  consideratidn  is  that  which  ariies 
out  of  the  box  which  is  described  as  the  box  of  Sir 
Edmund  Antrobus.     It  appears,  according  to  the  state- 
ment of  the  case,  and  according  to  the  evidencei  that 
several  years  ago  a  contract  had  been  entered  into  be* 
tween  Mr.  Harris,  the  father,   and   Mr.  Harris,  the 
Plaintiff,  with  Sir  Edmund  Antrobus,  to  sell  to  him,  for 
the  sum  of  ^,000/.,  the  interest  in  the  box  for  the  tenn 
of  21  years.     The  present  Plaintift*  was  a  party  to  that 
transaction ;  the  money  on  the  face  of  the  deed  is 
described  as  paid  to  both  of  them ;  how  it  was  after- 
wards applied  is  altogether  immaterial ;  whether  it  was 
applied  for  the  purposes  of  the  father  only,  to  the  pur- 
poses of  the  son  only,  or  to  both  their  uses  jointly,  is 
wholly  immaterial :  that  this  was  a  transaction  of  a  very 
incorrect  nature,  to  use  the  mildest  term,  no  man  can 
possibly  doubt     It  was  concealed  from  the  proprietors; 
and,  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  that  concealment 
effectual,  Mr.  Brandon,  who  was  the  treasurer  acting 
under  the  superintendence  of  Mr.  Harris,  who  was  the 
manager  from  time  to  time,  accounted  for  the  rent  as 
if  that  rent  had  been  regularly  paid  by  Sir  Edmund 
Antrobus,  and  the  whole  machinery  was  contrived  for 
the  purpose  of  imposing  on  the  proprietors.     This  state 
of  things  existed  at  the  time  when  the  contract  of 
March  18S2  was  entered  into ;  Mr.  Harris  was  aware 
of  it ;  he  was  aware  of  the  fraud  that  had  been  prac- 
tised ;  he  did  not  at  that  time  disclose  to  the  parties 
with  whom  he  was  negotiating  the  actual  state  of 
things,  which  it  was  his  duty  to  have  done ;  on  the 
contrary,  in  the  second  schedule  to  the  ag^ement  of 
March  1822,  this  box  was  specifically  enumerated,  and 
forms  a  part  of  the  agreement,  a  part  of  the  property 
conveyed,  transferred,  or  meant  to  be  transferred  under 
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tkaiB^reement ;  and  I  believe  it  is  a  principle^sta- 
Uiidied  in  this  Court,  that  where  a  parQr  calls  for 
a-'spseific  performance  of  a  contract,  he  ifiust,  as  to 
etMy  part  of  the  transaction,  be  free  from  every  im- 
putation of  fraud  or  deceit     it  is  not  sufficient  that 
coBipensation  livay  be  afforded ;  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
say  that « security  may  be  given  in  some  other  way,  or 
that  security  may  be  obtained  upon  the  property,  fraud 
is=  a  personal  bar  to  a  proceeding  of  this  kind.     It  is  a 
personal  bar,  ahd  may  be  a  bar  in  a  court  of  law,  as  to 
enforcing  the  agreement;  but  it  is  also  a  personal  bar 
to-a«persiui  making  an  application  for  a  specific  per- 
formance.    The  next  consideration  is,  the  transaction 
with  respect  .to  Lord  Holland's  box,  equally  incorrect 
with  the  former^  into  which  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to 
enfter;  it  ranges  itself  under  the  same  class,  not  perhaps 
liable  equally  to  the'same  objection,  but  it  is  of  the  same 
clslSB>aiid»to:llie  same  effect.     I  think,  then,  that  I  am 
jualifi^  in;  saying,   that  according  to  the  uniform 
pradOice'^f  dbis  Courts  if  nothing  had  been  done  under 
thift!  tfgmemidnt,  if  the   parties   had   not  taken   pos« 
sesBiontunfler  it,  if  Mr«  Harris  had  not  given  up  the 
maaag^etit,  but  that  the  agreement  alone  had  sub- 
sisted^ -  under   those  circumstances   it  appears  to  me 
impossible  to  suppose   that  this   Court  could  have 
listened  to  the  application  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing 
a  specific  performance  of  this  agreement,  either  gene- 
rally or  subject  to  any  modification.     The  question, 
therefore,  comes  to  this,  whether,  in  consequence  of 
the  conduct  of  the  parties,  in  consequence  of  their 
taking  possession  as  they  have   done,  holding  pos- 
session ibr  so  long  a  period  of  time  under  the  terms 
and  according  to  the  agreement,  interfering  as  they 
have  done  with  the  property,  whether  that  state  of 
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things  is  such  as  to  induce  the  Court  to  enforce  this 
agreement  by  a  decree  for  a  specific  performance. 
They  have  altered  the  theatre,  as  it  is  said,  contrary  to 
the  covenant  contained  in  the  instrument,  and  b«ve 
thereby  materially  injured  the  theatre ;  they  have  also, 
it  is  said,  in  the  manner  in  which  they  have  conducted 
the  theatre,  affected  materially  and  essentially  its  in- 
terests ;  it  is  obvious,  however,  that  all  these  evils  are 
matters  of  account  and  compensation,  and  that  it  is 
unnecessary  on  any  of  these  grounds  to  enforce  this 
agreement  by  a  decree  for  a  specific  perfortnance.     It 
appears  to  me,  therefore,  considering  that  at  the  time- 
when  the  bill  was  filed  two  years  only  had  ehipsed, 
that  eight  years  more  remained,   taking  into  consi- 
deration what  I  have  observed  with  respect  to  the 
conduct  of  the  parties  during  the  negociations  for  the 
treaty,  and  the  situation  in  which  they  were  placed, 
that  this  Court  ought  not,  under  these  circumstanceSt 
to  interfere  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  a  spectfio 
performance,  which  would  throw  upon  them  for  the 
subsequent  period  of  eight  years  all  the  conditions  of 
this  original  agreement,  and  the  lease  that  was  to  be 
granted  under  it ;  I  do  not  think  therefore  there  is  any 
thing  arising  out  of  the  conduct  of  the  parties  taking 
possession  under  this  agreement,    and  holding  it  in 
the  manner  in  which  they  did  during  the  time  they 
were  in  possession,  employing  their  agent  gradually  to 
investigate  those  accounts,  in  finding  out  successively 
those   misrepresentations,    and  those   incorrect  tran- 
sactions, and  the  whole  terminating  by  Mr.  Const's 
bill  being  filed,  and  the  appointment  of  a  Receiver, 
I  think,  taking  all  these  circumstances  into  considera- 
tion, there  is  not  sufficient  arising  out  of  the  conduct 
of  the  parties  under  the  agreement  of  1822  to  justify 
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the  Court  in  interposing  for  the  purpose  of  compelling       ]83i. 
a  specific  performance. 

This  judgment  was  appealed  from  for  the  following         v. 
amongst  other  reasons : — Because  the  agreement  of  the    aniTothere. 
11th  March  182S  was  full  and  complete.    Because  the 
Respondents  kept  possession  of  the  theatre  long  after 
Mr.  Const  had  filed  his  bill,  and  therefore  long  after 
their  attention  was  drawn  to  the  indenture  of  March 
1812,  without  objecting  to  the  agreement  on  the  ground 
of  the  provisions  of  the  indenture.    Because  the  relative 
rights  of  the  parties  were  not  altered  by  that  indenture. 
Because  after  they  had  objected  to  the  performance  of 
the  agreement,  on  the  ground  that  when  they  entered 
into  it  they  were  ignorant  of  the  existence  of  the  in- 
denture of  181  fi«  they  offered  to  continue  lessees  of  the 
theatre  if  the  rent  were  reduced.    Because  in  fixing  the 
amount  of  rent  the  Respondents  were  guided  by  the 
books  of  account,  and  not  by  the  representations  of  the 
Appellant.     Because  the  transactions  regarding  the 
boxes  held  by  Sir  E.  Antrobus  and  Lord  Holland 
were  not  founded  in  fraud,  and  the  Respondents  must 
have  known  the  real  nature  of  those  transactions  long 
before    they   gave   their  notice,  of  abandonment   in 
February  18S4.     Because  the  Appellant  had  always 
been  ready  to  submit  to  any  terms  respecting  those 
transactions  which  the  Court  might  think  fit  to  impose, 
but  he  contended  that  such  transactions  could  not 
be  considered  a  sufiicient  ground  to  rescind  a  solemn 
contract 

The  Respondents  submitted  that  the  judgment 
ought  to  be  affirmed  for  the  following  amongst  other 
reasons; — Because  the  said  Appellant  was  guilty,  in 
the  treaty  for  the  said  agreement,  of  fraud,  conceal* 
ment|  and  misrepresentation.     Because  the  agreement 
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of  11th  March  1829  was  entered  into  by  these 
Respondents  in  ignorance  of  the  Deed  of  9th  March 
1812;  the  existence  of  which  deed,  and  the  rights 
arising  under  it, .  have  taken  from  these  Respondents, 
and  they  have  never  since  had,  that  for  which  by  the 
agreement  of  1822  they  contracted.  Because  the 
Appellant  is  unable  to  perform  his  said  contract  or 
agreement  with  these  Respondents  as  to  certain  parts 
of  the  property. 

The  Appellant's  Counsel  insisted,  that  it  was  not  any 
concealment  of  any  fact  connected  with  the  subject- 
matter  of  an  agreement  that  would  disable  a  party 
from  claiming  specific  perfonnance  of  that  agreement. 
Such  a  doctrine  would  render  it  impossible  for  any 
person  to  claim  specific  performance  of  an  agreement 
into  which  others  had  entered  with  him,  for  there  was 
no  one,  however  careful,  who  might  not  omit  to 
mention  some  one  particular  fact,  or  to  state  fully  all 
the  circumstances  connected  with  it.  The  true  ground 
on  which  the  doctrine  as  to  concealment  of  facts  pro- 
ceeded, was  the  materiality  of  those  facts.  If  the  party 
from  whom  specific  performance  was  claimed  had  not 
been  injured  by  the  effect  of  the  concealment,  if  the 
thing  concealed  or  omitted  to  be  stated  was  too  trifling 
to  affect  bis  interests,  the  Court  would,  notwithstanding 
such  concealment  or  omission,  decree  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  agreement  Fellawes  v.  Lord  Gwydyr  8f 
Page,  1  Symons,  65 ;  confirmed  in  1  Russ.  &  Mylne,  89* 
It  was  further  insisted,  that  the  Respondents  might 
have  had  the  fullest  examination  into  every  tran- 
saction, and  if  they  had  neglected  to  use  the  op- 
portunity which  their  own  situation. as  part  proprietors 
in  the  first  instance,  and  also  as  persons  negociating  an 
agreement,  afforded  them,  they  were  not  now  to  turn 
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round  and  make  their  own  negligence  the  ground  for  issi. 
excusing  them  from  performing  an  agreement  into  h^rTis 
which  they  had  advisedly  entered.  ». 

For  the  Respondents,  it  was  contended,  that  the  in-  antTothers. 
different  manner  in  which  the  books  of  accounts  of  the 
theatre  were  kept,  the  want  of  opportunity  to  examine 
them  in  detail,  and  to  prove  their  accuracy  by  the  test 
of  5aily  experience,  rendered  it  impossible  for  the 
Respondents  to  attain  a  correct  knowledge  of  the'  state 
of  affairs  at  the  theatre,  and  quite  exempted  them  from 
the  charge  of  negligence.  Besides  this,  it  was  urged  that 
mere  negligence  was  not  an  answer  to  be  set  up  to  a  charge 
of  concealment ;  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  Respond- 
ents to  dispute  the  case  of  TeMorves  v.  Lord  Gwydyr 
<§•  Page ;  on  the  contrary,  they,  might  adopt  its  prin- 
ciple, and  on  that  principle  claim  to  be  relieved  from 
specifically  performing  this  agreement.  That  case  de- 
cided, that  as  the  misrepresentation  there  made  was  not 
shown  to  have  been  the  ground  of  the  contract,  or  to  have 
worked  any  injustice  on  the  Defendant,  he  was  bound  to 
perform  his  agreement.  Jt  was  impossible  to  assert  that 
the  misrepresentations  and  concealments  in  the  present 
<:ase  had  not  worked  an  injustice  on  the  Respondents. 
By  being  made  to  believe  the  income  of  the  theatre  larger 
than  it  really  was,  the  Respondents  had  been  induced  to 
consent  to  give  a  higher  rent  than  they  would  otherwise 
have  thought  of  paying,  and  the  injury  was  therefore 
direct  and  positive.  The  rules  on  which  a  court  of  equity 
would  proceed  in  a  suit  for  specific  performance  of  an 
agreement  were,  that  the'  agreement  must  be  clear  of 
the  imputation  of  any  deception.  There  was  no 
authority  any  where,  no  case  where  misrepresentation 
was  the  gpround  of  a  contract  in  which  the  Court  had  ^ 
decreed  specific  performance  of  it.    The  conduct  of  the 
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1831.       person  seeking  it  must  be  free  from  all  blame ;  tnisre- 

Harris      presentation  even  as  to  only  a  small  part  would  prevent 

*^-         him  seeking:  relief  in  a  court  of  equity.     Here  IJiere 

Kfmble  . 

and  others,  had  been  misrepresentation  extensive  enough  to  affect 
the  agreement  most  materially,  and  the  Appellant  was 
therefore  disabled  from  claiming  a  specific  perlbrmaace 
of  it^ 

13  Oct.  1831.  The  Lord  Chancellor : — ^As  this  was  a  case  in  which 
u  gment.     ^j^^.^  lordships  werc  called  on  to  review  the  decision 

of  the  noble  and  learned  lord  who  had  lately  held  the 
Great  Seal,  and  as  that  decision  had  reversed  the  judg- 
ment of  his  Honor,  the  present  Master  of  the  Rolls» 
his  lordship  had  been  very  desirous  that  the  arguments 
should  take  place  in  the  presence  of  a  noble  and 
learned  friend  of  his,  (Lord  Plunketf^)  the  benefit  of 
whose  assistance  he  was  desirous  to  enjoy.  His  noble 
and  learned  friend  had  attended  the  arguments  through* 
out,  and  he  was  happy  to  say,  that  there  was  not  the 
slightest  difference  of  opinion  among  them.  Having 
most  attentively  considered  the  case,  he  saw  no  reason 
to  depart  from  the  judgment  which  had  been  given  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery.  The  agreement  appeared  to  him 
affected  by  misrepresentation,  and  was  therefore  in- 
capable of  being  made  the  subject  of  the  interference 
of  a  court  of  equity  in  order  to  compel  its  specific 
performance :  he  should  therefore  movej  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  below  be  affirmed. 

Lord  Plunkett  said,  that  he  entirely  agreed  with  the 
Lord  Chancellor.  There  could  be  no  doubt  that  the 
Respondents  had  entered  into  this  agreement  under 
a  mistaken  impression  as  to  certain  things  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  agreement,  and  with  regard  to 
these,  the  Appellant  had  been  guilty  of  that  misre- 
presentation which  would  disable  him  from  compelling 
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specific  performance  of  the  agreement  in  a  court  of       i83i. 

equity.  Harris 

Lord  Lyndhurst  had  most  carefully  attended  to  the  ^- 

arguments  that  had  been  urged  to  the  House,  but  saw    and  others. 
no  reason  to /alter  the  opinion  he  had  delivered  in  the  . 
court  belowt 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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FROM    THE   IRISH   EXCHEQUER   CHAMBER. 

14  Mar.  1831.    Elizabeth  Warburton        -   Plaintiff  in  Error. 

^3^f™*^      LovELAND,  ex  dem.   G.   and\  ^  ^      '     .   ^ 
J^  H  IviE     .        .        -        J  Defendant  in  Error. 

Reg^trationof 

Stat.  6  Auoe      ^  ^"n  for  399  years,  in  certain  lands  in  Ireland,  being  vested 
c.  a.  in  B.  for  life,  with  the  residue  in  his  daughter,  a  settlement 

is  made  on  the  intermarriage  of  the  daughter  and  fF.,  by 
which  the  whole  term  is  conveyed  to  trustees,  on  trust  to  pay 
the  rents  and  profits  to  J5.,  the  father,  for  life,  then  to  W,^ 
the  husband,  for  life,  then  to  the  daughter  for  life,  if 
she  survived  him,  and  afterwards  to  convey  the  term  to 
the  first  son.  This  settlement  is  not  registered.  On  the 
death  of  J3.,  the  father,  TT.,  the'  husband,  demises  the 
whole  term  for  valuable  consideration  to  X.,  and  the 
indenture  is  duly  registered;  and. JIT.  afterwards  assigns 
for  like  consideration  his  lease  of  the  term  to  /*  Held 
by  the  House  of  Lords,  in  conformity  with  the  unani- 
mous opinions  of  the  attending  Common  Law  Judges,  that 
the  registered  indenture  shall  prevail  over  the  unregistered 
settlement,  and  that  the  title  of  the  assignee  of  the  lease  is 
to  be  preferred  to  that  of  the  widow  of  T7.,  and  of  the 
trustees  under  the  settlement ;  and  that  this  is  so  whether 
the  assignment  from  K.  to  /•  was  registered  or  not,  for  the 
unregistered  assignment  would  pass  die  interest  as  between 
the  lessee  and  assignee,  and  there  is  no  conflicting  claimant 
under  a  registered  deed.  And  this  construction  of  the 
Registry  Act,  6  Anne,  c.  2,  holds  good  whether  the  party 
executing  the  prior  secret  conveyance,  and  the  subsequent 
registered  deed,  be  the  same  paiiy  or  not. 

A  TERM  for  399  years,  in  certain  lands  in  Ireland, 
being  vested  in  Benjamin  Batt  and  his  daughterElizabetb, 
in  the  former  for  life,  with  the  residue  in  the  daughter. 
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a  settlement  is  made  in  1779y  on  the  intermarriage  of  i8di. 
the  daughter  and  Bartholomew  Boyd  Warburton,  by  ^^^TbiTt 
which  the  term  is  assigned  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  per-  v. 

mit  Batt,  the  father,  to  have  the  rents  and  profits  for       ^'lUm!^* 
life,  with  remainders  to  the  husband  and  wife  for  their  C-  ^  ^^-  ^^*^' 
lives  respectively,  and  the  survivor.     This  settlement  n^g^i^^^re- 
was  not  registered ;  and  after  the  death  of  Benjamin  sist«red. 
Batt,  Warburton,  the  husband,  demised  the  whole  of 
the  term  then  to  ran  to  two  persons  of  the  name  of 
Keogh,   at  a  rent  of  16^.  per  acre.     That  indenture  indenture 
was  duly  registered:  and  afterwards  the  Keoghs  as-  fjf^^^ 
signed  their  interest  in  the  lands  to  George  and  Henry  ^^^* 
Ivie  for  a  consideration  of  3,000/.     Warburton,  the 
husband,  died  in  1823,  and  the  wife  surviving  brought 
her  ejectment  in  the  King's  Bench  against  the  Ivies, 
and  had  judgment  and  possession.     The  Ivies,  after- 
wards, in  1825,  brought  an  ejectment  against  her  in 
the  Irish  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  at  the  trial  a  spe- 
cial verdict  was  found,  which  is  as  follows : 

^^  And  the  Jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oaths  find, 
**  that  Richard  Christmas  was,  in  the  year  1713,  seised 
*^  in  fee  of  the  lands  in  the  ejectment,  and,  being  so 
*^  seised,  he  duly,  by  indenture  of  lease  bearing  date 
'^  the  1st  day  of  March,  in  the  12th  year  of  the  reign 
"  of  her  late  Majesty  Queen  Anne,  being  the  year 
'^  1713,  demised  the  same  unto  Thomas  Grabb  for  the 
"  term  of  999  years,  who  thereupon  entered,  and  was 
V  possessed  thereof  under  said  lease  for  the  said  term ; 
'/  that  IVf  ary  Grubb  was  executrix  of  the  said  Thomas 
^'  Grubb,  and  as  such  executrix  of  said  Thomas  Grubb 
^^  entered  into  and  was  possessed  thereof  for  the  residue 
'^  of  the  same  term ;  that  the  said  Mary  Grabb,  by  in- 
*'  denture  of  demise  bearing  date  the  26th  March,  in 
'^  in  the  yeiu*  17^8,  did  demise  the  said  lands  to  John 
''  Allen  for  the  term  of  399  years,  and  that  said  John 
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1B31.       ^  Allen  entered  und  was  possessed  of  said  lands  tot 

""^""^       ^  the  said  last-mentioned  term ;  and  that  die  interest 

V.         ^*  in  the  said  last-mentioned  lease  was,  in  and  previoos 

^ex^tif^.^    "  *^  *^®  y^*^  1779>  vested  by  mesne  assignment  in 
G.  &  li.  iviE.  «  Denjamin  Batt  for  so  many  years  of  the  said  term  as 

**  he  should  live,  widi  the  remainder  to  his  daughter, 
Elizabeth  Batt,  ibr  the  residue  of  the  said  term ;  diat 
upon  the  marriage  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Batt  unto 
the  said  Bartholomew  Boyd  Warburton,  (she  being 
'^  then  of  full  age,)  the  said  Benjamin  Batt,  togedier 
^'  with  the  said  I^izabetfa,  executed  the  indenture  of 
settlement  of  the  24th  July  1779»  which  deed  was 
made  by  and  between  Benjamin  Batt,  of  New  Ross, 
in  the  county  of  Wexford,  Esquire,  and  Elizabedi 
'^  Batt,  spinster,  his  eldest  daughter,  of  the  6rst  part ; 
^^  Bartholomew  Boyd  Elliott,  and  die  Reverend  Robert 
^*  Alexander,  of  the  second  piiart ;  and  Bartholomew 
Boyd  Warburton,  of  the  third  part ;  and  was  difly 
executed  by  the  said  Benjamin  Batt,  Elizabedi  Batt, 
'^  Robert  Alexander,   and  said   Bartholomew  Boyd 
^'  Warburton :  and  whereby,  and  in  consideration  of 
'^  said  intended  marriage,  the  said  Benjamin  Batt  and 
^  Elizabeth  Batt  assigned  the  said  lands  and  their  re- 
^  spective  terms  and  interests  therein  to  Barth<Jomew 
'^  Boyd  EUiotl  and  Robert  Alexander  for  die  residue 
^<  of  die  demised  term  therein,  in  trust  to  permit  die 
^*  said  Benjamin  Bait  to  take  imd  receive  the  rents  and 
^'  profits  of  die  said  lands  during  the  term  of  his  natural 
^  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  permit  the  said  Bar- 
*^  diolomew  Boyd  Warburton  to  receive  the  said  rents 
^*  and  profits  during  his  natural  life,  and  in  case  the 
*^  said  Elizabeth,  his  intended  ifiife,  should  survive  her 
^*  said  intended  husband,  then  after  his  decease  to 
*'  permit  die  said  Elizabeth  to  receive  the  rents  and 
'^  profits  during  her  natural  life,  and  after  the  decease 
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^^  of  the  said  Bartholomew  Boyd  Warboton,  and  Eli-       ,g3,^ 
**  zabeth,  his  intended  wife,  in  trust  to  pennit  the  first 
^^  8oa  of  the  said  marriage  to  receive  the  said  rents  and 
"  profits  until  he  should  arrive  at  the  age  of  21  years,    ^^^^j;*f "' 
^*  and  then  to  convey  said  lands  to  said  first  son  abso-  o.  &  ii.  Ivxe. 
'^  lutdy ;  and  in  case  there  should  be  no  issue  of  the  said 
^  marriage,  then  the  said  lands  and  the  interest  therein 
^'  should  become  the  sole  property  of  the  survivor  of 
^'  them,  the  said  Bartholomew  Boyd  Warburton  and 
^  Elizabeth  his  intended  wife :  and  the  Jurors  afore- 
^^  said  fiirther  find,  that  said  deed  was  not  registered ; 
'^  and  that  after  the  execution  of  the  said  settlement  the 
said  marriage  was  solemnized,  and  said  Benjamin 
Batt  during  his  life  received  the  rents  and  profits  of 
**  the  said  lands  under  the  said  deed,  and  after  his 
^'  death  the  said  Bartholomew  Boyd  Warburton  re- 
ceived said  rents  and  profits  during  his  life,  and  being 
in  possession  thereof  on  the  26th  day  of  May  1800, 
by  indenture  of  lease,  dated  the  same  day,  and  which 
**  indenture  was  duly  registered  in  the  office  for  regis- 
^  teriug  deeds  on  the  10th  June  1800,  the  said  Bar- 
^Iholomew  Boyd  Warburton  demised  the  same  to 
^  George  Keogh  and  Thomas  Keogh  for  the  term  of 
**  years  mentioned  in  the  said  lease  which  is  still  iin* 
expired,  at  and  under  the  yearly  rent  of  345  L  19  *., 
being  at  the  rate  of  16 5.  per  acre;  that  the  said 
^'  George  and  Thomas  Keogh  entered  and  were  pos* 
'^  sessed  of  the  said  term  under  the  said  lease ;  and 
^'  afterwards,  by  indenture  of  assignment  bearing  date 
*^  the  9th  day  of  April  1813,  in  consideration  of  the 
''  sum  of  3,000  /.,  paid  to  them  by  Geoi^  Ivie  and 
'^  Henry  Ivie,  conveyed  their  interests  in  said  lease  to 
''  said  George  Ivie  and  Henry  Ivie,  two  of  the  lessors 
^^  of  the  Plaintiff,  who  entered  and  were  possessed 
"^^  thereunder  until  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said 
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1831.       **  Bartholomew  Boyd  Warburton  on  the  6th  February 

vv^nnuRTON   "  1823,  leaving  the  said  Elizabeth,  his  wife,  surviv- 

V.  **  ing  him,  when  the  Defendant,  Elizabeth,  his  widow, 

erdem.  '    '^  entered  upon  the  said  lands,  claiming  under  said 

G.&  11.  iviE.  u  settlement  of  the  year  1779?  and  brought  her  eject- 

^*  ment  to  recover  possession  of  the  same  in  the  name 
^^  of  her  trustee  named  in  the  said  deed  of  1779,  and 
**  having  obtained  judgment  thereon,  executed  her 
"  habere  thereunder,  on  the  22d  day  of  January  1 825  : 
"  and  said  Jurors  further  find,  that  the  said  George  and 
^'  Henry  I  vie  afterwards  entered  upon  the  said  lands,  and 
'^  demised  the  same  unto  the  said  James  Loveland  for  the 
'*  said  term  in  the  said  declaration  in  ejectment  men- 
*^  tioned ;  by  virtue  of  which  demise  the  said  Plaintiff 
^^  entered  thereupon,  and  was  possessed  ibr  the  said 
'^  term  so  to  him  demised  until  the  said  Defendant 
'^  Elizabeth  entered  and  ousted  the  said  Plaintiff 
*^  therefrom  as  therein  mentioned ;  but  whether,  &c. 
"  &c  &c." 

On  this  verdict  judgment  was  given  in  June  1825 
for  the  Ivies,  which  judgment  was  in  June  1828  af- 
firmed by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  the 
Judges  being  equally  divided ;  and  from  that  judg- 
ment Mrs.  Warburton  brought  her  writ  of  error 
returnable  in  Parliament ;  and  it  was  contended  that 
the  judgment  ought  to  be  reversed  for  the  following 
among  other  reasons : 

1st.  Because  by  the  marriage-settlement  of  the 
24th  of  July  1779,  the  legal  estate  in  the  premises 
mentioned  in  the  declaration  was  transferred  to  Bar- 
tholomew Boyd  Elliott  and  Robert  Alexander,  the 
trustees  of  that  settlement;  and  Bartholomew  Boyd 
Warburton,  at  the  time  of  executing  the  indenture  of 
lease  of  the  26th  May  1800,  was  only  tenant-at-wiU  to 
the  said  trustees,  and  was  therefore  unable  to  transfer 
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any  legal  estate  in  the  premises  to  George  Keogh  and        issi. 
Thomas  Keogh,  from  whom  the  Defendant  in  error,  warburton 
James  Loveland,  derives  his  title.  t     ^'   • 

^d.  Because  although  the  said  marriage-settlement  ex  dem,  ' 
was  not  registered  according  to  the  provisionsof  the  Irish  ^'  ^  ^*'  ^^^^' 
statute,  6th  Anne,  c.  2,  yet  such  deed  of  settlement  was 
good  and  effectual  to  vest  the  legal  estate  in  the  said 
trustees  as  to  the  said  lands,  and  to  bind  the  parties 
thereto ;  and  prevented  said  Bartholomew  Boyd  War  - 
burton  from  acquiring  in  his  marital  right,  on  his  mar- 
riage,  any  estate  in  the  premises  in  question,  he  could 
only  take  under  or  by  virtue  of  such  settlement ;  and 
for  the  reason  above  stated,  he  did  not  take  under  such 
settlement  any  legal  estate  capable  of  being  conveyed 
to  a  purchaser  from  him. 

Sd.  Because  a  deed,  invalid  for  want  of  title  in  the 
party  conveying  at  the  time  of  execution,  cannot  be 
made  valid,  or  acquire  any  effect  by  subsequent  regis- 
tration. 

4th.  Because  even  supposing  that  the  said  Bartho- 
lomew Boyd  Warburton  took  such  an  estate  in  the  said 
premises  as  enabled  him  to  convey,  by  the  said  lease  of 
the  26th  May  1800,  a  legal  interest  therein  to  the  said 
George  Keogh  and  Thomas  Keogh,  and  their  assigifs, 
for  the  term  of  his  own  interest  in  the  said  premises, 
yet  such  interest  did  not  extend  beyond  the  period  of 
his  own  life,  and  determined  therewith ;  and  the  legal 
interest,  if  any,  conveyed  by  the  said  lease  also  expired 
at  his  death :  nor  could  the  registration  of  such  lease 
operate  so  as  to  give  it  any  more  extended  effect,  or  to 
bind  or  affect  the  legal  estate  of  the  trustee  of  the  said 
marriage  settlement  subsequently  to  the  death  of  the 
said  Bartholomew  Boyd  Warburton. 

For  the  Ivies  it  was  contended,  that  the  judgment 
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1S3I.       ought  to  be  affirmed  for  the  following  among  other 

wIT^To.  reasons: 

••  1st.  Because  the  settlement  of  the  24di  July  1779 

ex^dal^    ^  as  not  registered,  and  mast,  under  the  true  construc- 

G.  &  u.  UiE.  ^^^  ^f  ^^  Q^  Anne,  c.  2»  be  considered  to  be  fraudu- 
lent and  Toid  against  the  lease  oi  26th  May  1800, 
which  was  duly  registered  according  to  the  proTisions 
of  that  Act. 

£d.  Because  if  the  settlement  of  1779  had  never 
heea  executed,  Bartholomew  Boyd  Warbditon  would, 
in  right  of  his  wife,  have  become  possessed  of  said 
lands  for  the  residue  of  said  term  of  years,  and  would 
have  had  full  power  to  make  the  said  lease  of  1800 ; 
and  if  that  settlement,  not  having  been  r^;istered,  is 
fraudulent  and  void  c^inst  said  lease  which  was 
registered,  there   is  nothing  to  invalidate  the  said 


Sd*  Because  the  Defendants  in  error  are  purchasers 
for  valuable  consideration,  and  as  such  within  the 
meanii^  and  policy  of  the  6th  of  Anne,  which  was 
passed  for  the  security  of  such  purchasers. 

4th.  Because  the  object  of  the  6th  of  Anne  was, 
that  all  deeds  relating  to  lands  in  Ireland  should  be 
roistered,  in  order  that  persons  contracting  for  or 
purchasing  lands  might,  by  a  search  in  the  r^;istry, 
have  notice  of  all  conveyances  affecting  same;  and 
because  that  object  will  be  defeated  if  the  secret  and 
unregistered  settlement  of  1779>  of  which  the  De* 
fendants  in  error  had  no  notice,  can  be  set  up  against 
them. 

{Vide  Latouche  v.  Dunsany  1  Schol.  &  Lef.  154.) 

The  cause  was  heard  in  the  House  of  Lords  in 
March  1831,  Lord  Tenterden  presiding  as  Speaker, 
and  the  Judges  attending ;  and  on  the  14th  of  that 
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month  and  year,  Lord  Tenterden  proposed  the  ques*       issi. 
tions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges.      On  the  23d  warburtom 
of  February  1832,  the  Judges  attended,  when  their         v- 
unanimous  opinion  was  read  by  Lord  Chief  Justice      ex  dem.  ' 
Tindal,  of  which,  by  his  Lordship's  favour,  we  have  ^-  ^  "•  ^^'^* 
been  iumished  with  an  authentic  and  accurate  trans- 
cript.    It  is  as  follows : 

My  Lords, — The  statement  which  this  House  has  Opinion  of  the 
been  pleased  to  submit  to  the  consideration  of  His  j"^^'  ^. 
Majesty's  Judges  is  this :    An  unmarried  woman  being  ^^- ^- ^*  ^- 
possessed  of  land  in  Iieland  for  a  long  term  of  years, 
and  about  to  marry,  assigeed  the  term  by  a  deed,  exe-^ 
cuted  also  by  the  intended  husband,  to  trustees,  upon 
trust  to  permit  the  husband  after  marriage  to  receive 
the  rents  for  life,  then  to  the  wife  for  life,  then  the  first 
son  of  the  marriage,  if  any^  with  remamder  over. 
The  marriage  took  effect ;  the  husband  entered  into 
possession,  and  received  the  rents  and  profits,  and  then 
made  a  lease  for  years  for  part  of  the  torm,  rendering 
rent ;  the  lessees  entered  and  received  the  rents  and 
profits,  and  then  assigned  the  lease  for  a  valuable  con<- 
sideration. 

The  marriage  settlement  was  not  regbtered;  the 
lease  by  the  husband  was  registered ;  the  assignment 
of  the  lease  is  supposed  not  to  have  been  registered. 
The  wife,  surviving  her  husband,  obtained  possession  of 
the  lands ;  the  assignees  of  the  lease  brought  an  eject- 
ment against  her  to  recover  the  possession. 

Upon  this  statement  your  Lordship's  have  been 
pleased  to  put  the  following  questions ;  regard  being 
had  to  the  true  construction  of  the  Irish  Register  Act, 
6  Anne,  c.  2. 

1st.  Which  title  is  to  be  preferred,  that  of  the  as- 
signees of  the  lease,  or  of  the  widow,  or  the  trustees  . 
under  the  settlement  ? 


4^^  C.4SKS  IN  TH£/H0U9E!(>P  ]>(»DB  : 

1 83ti c>         ^.  Suppoaif^ the a^igonieat of Uie Jetoe notAo lun)r> 

WajBAxT^      been  registeped,  will  the  conalroetioii  be  the«iiBe?vao3 

V.  /  Upon  the  first  of  these  que9ti<HiSr  the  Judges  (tiehb? 

^ex^d^^'"  have  heard,  the  argument  at  yotir  Lordahip'e batv^ate^ 

G.  jtvJ^.^v^.  Qf  opinion^  that  regard  being  had  to  the  true  oonstrad'v 

tion  of  the  Irish  Register  Act,  the  title  of  the  aS8%iie6&T 
of  the  lease,  under  the  circuinatanees  above-etatedrvit^^ 
be  preferred  to  that  of  the  widow,  and  ako  to  that,  of  ^ 
the  trustees  under  the  settlement ;  and  upon  die  aeodftd 
question,  they  are  of  opinion,  that  supposing  the  as^ 
signment  of  the  lease  not  to  ha?e  been  repstered,  the  • 
construction  of  the  statute  remains  the  same. 

Upon  the  facts  of  this  case,  Mr.  Warburtoh,  who  * 
granted  the  lease  of  1800,  was  at  the  time  of  grantiiig 
it.  in  possession  of  the  premises ;  and .  as  die  mamage 
sc^lement  of  1779  was  never  put  upon  the  register,  .he  ; 
must  have  appeared  to  the  public,  smd  amosgat  die  ' 
rest  of  the  lessees  taking  under  die  lease  of  .1800,? t<rc 
be  in  possession  of  the  premises  eidier-ip.  UiJiCiwiiv? 
right. or  in  right  of  his  wife,  in  either. of  whiob^Asemt 
he  would  have  had  die  undoubted  right  ii>  gvantravmliifcv 
term  by  the  lease  of  1800,  unless  the  unregistei»d^e&i[r 
dement  of  1779  stands  in  die  way.     NowMit;iisi4D9lJ 
disputed  on  die  part  of  the  Plaintiff  in  .erroff^Ithatif^ 
Mr.  Warburton.  had  been  the  party  whoeonveyedthe. 
term  by  the  unregistered  setdement  of  1779,  and  had  . 
afterwards,  made  the  lease  which  was  registered,  sneh 
lessees,  being  purchasers,  for  a.  valuable  consideration; 
might  have  arvailed  themselves  of  the  fifth. section  of  ^ 
the  Registry  Act,  and  that  the  prior  settlement  could 
have  been  held  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the 
lease.     Such  a  case  is  admitted  to  fall  within  the  letter 
as  ^dl  as  the  spirit  of  the  Act     JBut  it  is  ^x)ntended 
by^die  Plaintiff  in  error,  that  the  ^operattoaof  the  Irish. 
Registry  Act  extends  no  fucdiery/.b.ut..ia.jConfiiied  .to 
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cnaes  in  which  both   the  earlier  aad  the  subsequent       issi. 
conveyances  are  the  deeds  of  the  same  grantor ;  and      '    ^ 
whether  such  is  the  case,  or  on  the  contrary  the  Act         v. 
extends  to  give  a  preference  to  the  subsequent  deed      ^  d^"*' 
when  registered  against  the  prior  unregistered  deed,  G.  fc  IL  lvi». 
notwithstanding  the  same  was  executed  by  a  former 
owner  of  the  estate,  is,  in  substance,  the  question  now 
proposed  for  our  consideration. 

No  cme  can  be  found  either  upon  the  £nglish 
Registry  Acts,  or  upon  the  Irish  Act  now  under  con- 
sideration, in  which  this  precise  question  has  been 
decided  by  a  Court  of  Law.  It  must  therefore  be  de- 
termined upon  principle,  not  upon  authority ;  and  the 
only  principle  of  decision  that  is  applicable  to  it  is  the 
fair  construction  of  the  statute  itself,  to  be  made  out 
by  a  careful  examination  of  the  terms  in  which .  it  is 
framed,'  and  by  a  reference  in  all  cases  where  a  doubt 
ames  to  the  object  which  the  Legislature  had  in  view 
when  the  statute  was  passed.  Where  the  language  of 
the  Act  is  clear  and  explicit,  we  must  give  effect  to  it, 
whatever  may  be  the  consequences ;  for  in  that  case 
the  words  of  the  statute  speak  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature.  If  in  any  case  a  doubt  arises  upon  the 
words  themselves,  we  must  endeavour  to  solve  that 
doubt  by  discovering  the  object  which  the  Legislature 
intended  to  accomplish  by  passing  the  Act. 
.  And  although  it  would  be  impossible  to  consider  a 
question  to  be  free  from  difficulty  where  opinions  have 
been  formed  upon  it  in  direct  contradiction .  to  each 
other,  and  each  opinion  has  been  supported  with  such 
acuteness  and  ability  by  the  very  learned  Judges  of 
the  several  Courts  below,  before  which  it  has  been 
agitated;  yet  we  have,  upon  consideration,  come  to 
the  conclusion,  that  both  the  closer  interpretation  of  the 
words  of  the  statute,  and  the  construction  which,  at  the 
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[  53 1 .       frame  time,  mort  rappresses  the  ttischief  the  Le^islMftrti 

^/*^  had  in  view,  and  most  advances  the  remedy  which  is 

V.         held  forth,  warrant  us  in  the  opinion  ihat  the  registered 

^1^(2^^'    I^^^  ^^  1^^  ^B  ^o  ^  preferred  to  d^  unregistered  ^mar- 

G.&H.IVIE.  riage  settlement  ofl779 ;  and  that  the  latter;  in  flofar 

as  its  provisions  are  inconsistent  with  the  va^dtty  of  &e 
lease,  is  to  be  held  altogether  void. 

The  question  appears  to  turn  almost  entirely  cm  the 
construction  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  statbte,  whicti 
declares  in  what  cases,  and  under  what  ckcumstanGM, 
an  unregistered  deed  shall  be  void.  For  as  to  the 
fourth  section,  to  which  considerable  importance  has 
been  attached  in  the  course  of  the  argument,'  it  appears 
to  us  to  be  confined  to  the  case  of  priority  of  4*egf8tered 
deeds  as  between  themselves,  and  to  have  very  Htde,  if 
any,  bearing  upon  the  question  immediately  under  dis- 
cussion. Before,  however,  we  come  to  the  more  part 
ticular  consideration  of  the  fi£di  section,  it  wili  be 
advisable  to  look,  generally,  at  ttieprealnMe  of  "dM 
statute,  and  the  other  clauses  which  preceed  tife  £ftl^ 
in  order  that  we  may  ascertain  from^e  Aetittelf  ikt 
object  and  general  intention  of  the  Legtslature  W|MttM^ 
ing  it ;  for  such  intention  is  to  be  the  guide  of  ouk' 
course  in  case  any  difficulty  should  arise  in  the  eon*- 
struction  of  a  particular  clause. 

This  statute,  which  was  passed  by  die  Irish  Par- 
liament in  the  sixth  year  of  Queen  Anne,  fs  intituled, 
'^  An  Act  for  the  public  Registering  of  all  Deeds, 
*^  Conveyances  end  Wills,  that  shall  be  made  of  any 
*'  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments  ;'*  it  begins  fay 
stating  its  object  to  be,  *^  for  securing  pun^aSets,  pre- 
**  venting  forgeries  and  fraudulent  gifts  and  convey- 
^*  ances  of  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments^  which 
''  have  been  frequently  practised  in  diis  kingdom, 
**  especially  by  papists,  to  the  great  pn^ndfioe  of  the 
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^j^pratosiMit  uterest  thereof,  and  far  setdiag  and  ester       \%$}, 
**  Uiabuig.  a  eertaia  metbodi  with  proper  rules  aad  y^^^^^^^ 
^'  direetiQDs,  for  registering  a  memorial  of  all  deeds  aod         v. 
"  ^ootveyances  whidi^  from  and  after  the  25th  day  of      J^^dm.^ 
"  Marqh  1708,  shall  be  made  and  executed  for  or  con-  ^-  ^  ^*  ^V^'^ 
^f  aeming  any  honours,  &c.  in  tbi^  kindom,  and  of  all 
^^  wills  and  devises  in  writing,  &e. ;"  and  it  then  pro- 
QOf  dfbf  in  the  first  section,  to  enact,  that  a  public 
dllcje.  for  reg^teiing  memorials  of  deeds  and  convey- 
a^ees,  wiUs  and  devises*,  shall .  be  established  and  kept 
in  the  city  Qf  Dublin,  to  be  managed  and  executed  by  a 
fH  And  able  person*  &c. 

The  first  section  therefore  of  the  Act  is  framed  in 
th^  most  general  and  comprehensive  terms,  comprising 
'**  all  deeds  aad  conveyances  for  or  concerning  any 
^!  l^mdsy"  Without  restrictioin.  or.  qualification  as  to  the 
pmrties  by  wh^m  such  deeds  or  conveyances  were 
Mecutedy  ox  otjberwise;  showing  the  intention  of  the 
Legifiature  to  have  been  to  provide,  in  the  place  and 
atnd  ofi  the*  ancient  and  more  public,  and  notorious 
ja^e  of. transferring  landed  property,  the  means  of 
4««pvQrmg  all  transfers,  with  equid  or  greater  certainty, 
Jqt  itfenring  to,  a  public  register,  upon  the  face  of  which 
it  was?  intended  diey  should  ail  be  founds  The  third 
section  directs  that  a  memorial  of  '^  all  deeds  aqd  cour 
^^veyances  which,  from  and  after  the  dSth  dqr  of 
¥  OMftBch  I7O8,  shall  be  made  for,  or  concerning,  or 

whereby,  any  honours,  &c.  within  this  kingdom  may 

be  anyiways  affected,  may,  at  the  election  qi  the  p«rty 
^  or  parties  concerned,  be  registered  in  such  manner 
^  as  is  hereinafter  directed." 

There  is  nothing,  therefiore,  in  the  language  of  this 
third  section  which  restrains  the  generality  of  the  first. 
h  it  still  a  memorial,  of  all  di^ds  and  conveyances  which 
Ike  IdBgiflktwetcontemidates.;  aldboMgh  it  is  left  open  to 
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l^l.       the  discretion  of  the  parties  to  whom  th<e  comT6yai)649 

WARBtAToji  ^®  made,  whether  they,  will  avail  themselves  of  thi^ 

Lo  ^'  protection  of  the  Act,  or  incur  the  consequenceortta 

>  hdem.      which  they  become  liable  by  neglecting  its  proyifions. 

G.  «rH.TviE.      What  those  consequences  are,  the  fourth  s^A  fi^ 

sections  proceed  to  declare.  For  by  the  fourth,  s^^jtipn 
it  is  enacted,  "  that  every  such  deed  or  converjraiiQe'^t 
"  memorial  whereof  shall  be  duly  registered^  shall  bo 
**  deemed  and  taken  as  good  and  effectual  both  in  law 
*'  and  equity,  according  to  the  priority  of  time  of  regis- 
**  teriug  such  memorial,  according  to  the  rights  titlQ 
\*  and  interest  of  the  pef  son  or  persons,  so  conveying  suofai 
<*  honours,  &c.,  against  all  and  eveiy  other  deed,  coQ-r 
^'  veyance  or  disposition  of  the  honours,  &c.,  comprised 
**  or  contaiued  in  any  such  memorial  as  aforesaid,'*  . 

This  clause  is  framed  for  the  purpose  of  regulatiji^ 
the  priorities  of  registered  deeds  and  conveyancea  aa 
between  themselves,  and  is  expressed  in  the  naiwp^ 
general  terms  as  the  preceding.  ) 

.  It  begins  by  enacting  " that  every  such  deed). or 
y  conveyance"  that  is,  every  deed  or  conveyance 
executed  after  the  d5th  of  March  1708,  affecting  lail4si 
&a  in  Ireland  ;  an  expression  unlimited  axid  unquftli^ 
fied  by  any  reference  to  the  persons  executing  such 
deeds  j  neither  requiring  nor  appearing  to  require  that 
the  party  who  exi^cutes  must  claim  under  a  registered 
conveyance,  or  importing  any  other  restriction ;  the 
statute  then^giacts  '*  that  it  shall  be  good  and  sufficient 
*^  accpi^ding  to  the  priority  of  time  of  registering  such 
**  memorial;  against  all  and  every  deed,  conveyance  or 
*'  disposition  of  the  honours,  &o ;"  words  equally  un* 
Umited  and  unqualified  by  any  consideration  whether 
the  person  executing  ^uch  prior  deeds  was  or  waa  not 
ibe  same  person  who  executed  the  second^  whediar 
Ibe  person  executing  the  aeoond  deed  cknnsjindef'a 
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IP^gfatcred  'conveyance,     whether    he    is    seised    or       isjt., 
possessed  proprio  jure^  or  is  in  nnder  a  title  which  has   ^"^"^^'f 
e6me  to  him  by  actor  operation  of  law.  v;,^^ , 

-  W^  do  not  see  how  we  can  ^Ye  full  force  to  the  ex-  ^^j^'  ^ 
pfessiitm  used  by  the  Legislatui*e  in  this  section  unless  ^-  ^  H.  irii. 
#ef  addpt  a  construction  as  large  as  the  language  itself. 
If  it  bad  been  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  the 
pnority  between  deeds  should  take  place  according  to 
tfie  time  of  their  registration  only  where  both  the  first 
and  the  second  deed  were  executed  by  the  same  person, 
it  surely  would  have  been  easy  to  have  expressed  this 
by  words  to  that  effect;  but  there  is  no  expression  in 
the  fourth  section  which  imports  such  a  restriction,  and 
we  think  we  should  be  legislathig^  not  interpreting,  if 
we  were  of  our  own  authority  to  imply  such  words. 
The  fifth  section,  the  section  upon  which  the  present 
questions  turn,  states  the  effect  orregistration  as  between 
unregistered  and  registered  deeds  in  the  following 
terms :  "  Every  deed  or  conveyance  not  registered  <tf 
'^•^li  or' any  of  the  honours,  &c.  comprised  or  contained 
^  id  such  a  deed  or  conveyance,  a  memorial  whereof 
^^^hall  be  registered  in  pursuance  of  this  Act^  shall  be 
^^  deemed  and  adjudged  as  fraudulent  and  void,  not 
'^  0nly  against  such  a  deed  or  conveyance  registered  as 
^^  aforesaid,  but  likewise  against  all  and  every  creditor' 
^*  and  creditors,  by  judgment,  recognizance,  statute  tner- 
**  chant  or  of  the  staple,  confessed,  acknowledged  or 
^^  entered  into  as  for  or  concerning  all  or  akiy  of  the 
'*  honours,  &c.  contained  or  expressed  in  Sudi  memorial 
*'  registered  as  aforesaid."  Now  in  this  clause  also  as 
in  the  former  the  expression  is  general,  *^  every  deed,"* 
and  is  altogether  unqualified  by  any  reference  to  the 
description  of  the  party  by  whom  the  unregistered  deed 
is  executed,  whether  be  be  the  same  who  executed  the 
f^gistered  deed  or  another  at}(}  a  diffesent  person.  :TK^ 
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i^3ij       same  observation  therefore  occurs  upon  die  filUi  Wbteh* 

'  *— ^"^    '      has  already  been  made  upon  the  fourth  section,  namely;  • 

.  .».      ^   if  the  Legislature  intended  the  unregistered  deed' td' be* 

^Ilidm.^'    void  against  a  registered  deed  in  such  case  only  where 

G.  &  H.  iviE.  both  were  executed  by  the  same  |)arty,  so  important  a 

qualification  would  scarcely  have  been' omitted  in  the- 
Act  itself,  or  left  to  be  supplied  by  interprefation  ib  tf 
court  of  law. 

From  this  general  view,  therefore,  both  of  tte  jlite* 
amble  and  of  the  five  first  clauses  of  the  statute,  *#«  ^ 
think  it  cannot  b^  doubted  but  that  the  statute  meant  > 
to  afibrd  an  effectual  remedy  against  the  mischief- 
arising  to  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration  firom 
the  subsequent  discovery  of  secret  or  concealed  coy** 
veyances,  or   secret  or  concealed  charges  upon  th^ 
estate.     Now  it  is  obvious  diat  no  more  effectual 
remedy  can  be  devised  than  by  requiring  that  evety^ 
deed  by  which  any  interests  in  lands  or  tenements  W 
transferred,  or  any  charge  created  thereon,  shall  tl^- 
j^ut  upon  the  register,  under  the  peril  that  if  it  is  tai^f 
found  thereon,  the  subsequent  purchaser  for  a  ^iiablel 
con^deration,  and  without  notice,  shall  gain  the  ^riortty' 
over  the  former  conveyance  by  the  earlier  regvdtraliM' 
of  his  subsequent  deed; 

If  the  words  of  the  fifth  section  will  bear  &ii  ^n^' 
struction,  it  wiH  be  preferred  to  that  which  IfmitS  th^' 
operation  of  the  clause  to  those  cases  only  where  both' 
l3ie  conveyances  are  the  deeds  of  the  same  man.  Fot*' 
in  the  latter  case  the  remedy  is  obviously  incompleteJ 
The  mischief  to  the  purchasers  is  the  same  whether* 
the  secret  conveyance  or  charge  arises  from  the  deed 
of  his  immediate  grantor  or  that  of  a  former  owner  of 
the  estate.  If  the  words  of  the  statute  will  comprehend^ 
both,  why  is  he  to  be  protected  against  a  secret  dees' 
in  ^e  one  case  and  not  in  the  othar  ?   What  just  grMilcP 
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ofi  ^mplaint  icah  be  urged  against  such  a  constructipn.  issl. 
by  thfi  grantee  under  the  unregistered  deed  executed  by  ^  WAfiivicroji 
a.lbrin9F.ovn^  of  the  estate?  The  deed,  if  it  wa«  a;  >v.^'  /^ 
real  and  a  banajide  tranfiaction^  must  have  been  or  .  J'^^^w^'  'i 
ougbAto  have.beenia  his  custody  or  power  from  the  ^*  **."a'*^**'i 
tioie  of  its  delivery.  What  cause  can  be  assigned  for 
its  noAi- appearance  upon  the  register,  except  either 
collusion  with  the  grantor  or  carelessness  and  neglect 
in  himadf*  or  mere  accident.  In  neither  case  can  .he 
conplain  of  the  construction  of  the  statute,  by  which 
his  owji  fraud,  or  his  own  want  of  due  caution,  or  an 
accident  which  .befel  himself,  is  not  allowed  to  operate 
to  the  prejudijoe  of  the  rights  of  the  more  diligent 
purchaser.  Suppose  .  a  man  to  settle  his  property^ 
upon  his  youngnst  son's  marriage,  on  himself  for 
life,  remainder  tobis^  eldest  son  for  life,  remainder  to, 
the  younger  son,  his  wife  and  children,  in  strict  settle- 
ipenti  ren^ainder  over  in  fee ;  the  settlement  is  not  regis- 
teiedi  9lPKl.the  seittlor  dies,  his  eldest  son  enters,  and^ 
Sjupposii^  hijqiself  to  have  the  fee,  conveys  tO|  a^ 
puR^ser  .for  a  valuable  consideration,  shall  ^t  be  al<^ 
lowed  that  the  younger  scm,  his  widow  or  his  childri^n^ 
shall  enter  and  evict  the  purchaser  ?  Or  suppose,  a 
like  settlement,  and  a  like  concealment,  and  the  father 
devises  all  his  lands  in  trust  to  sell  und  to  apply  the 
money  to  debts  and  portions,  or  other  pjurposes :  :after 
the  Mtate  is  sold,  and  the  rnoney  distributed^  can  the 
construction  of  this  Act  be  such  that  the  pur,chasei: 
shall  he  turned  out  by  the  claimants,  under  this  settle^ 
ment?  Or  in.  the  particular  case  now  before  us,  where 
M^.  Warburton  before  her  marriage  might  have  regis- 
tered the  deed,  and  the  trustees  after  the  marriage  were 
IffHUCid  in. duty  .to  do  so.  if  the  settlement  came  to  their 
knawl^gi^  <^Q  the  pioper  construction  of  this  Act 
allpsr  Mirs.i  Warburton. to  avail  herself  of  her  own  care- 
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tm.      iesbvess^  w  of  the  breach  of  dut j  of  her  trustees^'  fagr 

nmMmmntTos  establi^iQg  her  unregbtered  deed  against  a  regtsteml 

9.         lease  made  by  her  husband  xipoa  no  other  irvCmndlliBfi 

.wwto.  tthatthe  settlement  and  the  lease  w^e  not- conT^piic^s 
<|yltll.-ivi£.  i^y  jjjg  same  person?    If  there  was  no  provision m  the 

.  Act  to  prevent  this  incdnveniesce,  itmust  be  sobaifttod 
to  through  necessity ;  but  if  thereiure  vords  in  the  Attt 
capable  of  such  an  interpretation  as  would  prevent  tbe 
inconvenience,  we  think  ourselves  -  bound  upon  eveiy 
consideration  to  give  diem  such  an  effect.  How  vudi 
more  then  where  the  words  themselves  and  their  slri^t 
grammatical  construction  appear  to  require  .sudi  a 
sense  ?  That  in  all  the  cades  above  supposed  a  great 
ixijustice  would  be  worked  if  the  Act  supplied:  Ho 
remedy,  no  one  can  deny ;  it  appears  to  us  that  to  aHow 
the  Act  to  authorize  such  mischief  would  not  only  ^ 
.  ii^ustice,  but  would  be  against  law;  The  languagefiOf 
the  Act  throughout,  and  more  -particularly  in  the^fifth 
section,  seems  to  establish  this  to  have  been  its  le;ada^ 
object,  tliat  as  hx  as  deeds  were  conccimed  the  regpalar 
should  give  complete  infarmation,  and  that  iaay  Beeei- 
sity  of  looking  further  for  deeds  than  into  'die  regiiler 
itself  should  be  superseded  ;  and  it  is  manifest  that*^ 
cbnslruotion  of  die  Act  is  so  well  calculated  to  caoy 
into  effect  this  its  avowed  object  as  that  which  forces 
aU  transfers  aad  dispositions  of  every  kind,  asidby 
'whomsoever  made,  to  be  put  upon  the  iace  of  the  re- 
gister, 30  as  to  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  all  parties 
who  may  at  any  time  claim  an  interest  therein,  fiut 
the  general  rules  of  construction  which  have  been  es- 
tablished from  the  earliest  times  require  a  large'  and 
liberal  interpretation  of  any  provision  made  for  the  snp- 
{Hres$ion  of  fraud.  In^  Heydons  Case,  9  Rep.  7,  the 
Barons  of  the  Exchequer  resolved^  diatdie  constracticn 
5«f  ther  statute  then .  tii^  consideretioD  ibeisM  Aum 
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imistbe  made,  '^  by;  inqairing  wkat  was  the  oaaoiiisf  lesi. 
andid^sct  against  which  the  cetmnoD  hiw  did  Hot  p»-  Wjmhhom 
^ride-?  what  remedy  the  Parliament  had  appouited  to  ,  ^- 
^ ciire  the  disease  of  the  common  wealth?  and  what  mWot. 
*^  was  the  true  reason  of  die  remedy  r  and  the  obser-  ^^^•=*^»' 
.nation  which  fettows  ia  the  Refwrt  is  one  that  onght 
aever  tO'  be  lost  sigfht  of  in  any  case^  and  is  pecnliarly 
appKeabie  to  the  presents  namely,  ^*  that  tiie  office  of  all 
Judges  is  always  to  make  such  construction  as  shall 
Repress  the,  mischiefand  advance  the  remedy,  and 
f  f  to  suppress  subtle  inventions  and  evasions  for  con- 
''  tiuuance  of  the  mischief,  and /iro/rivn/ocomm^MJb,  and 
'^  to  add  force  and  Kfe  ta  the  cure  and  remedy,  accord- 
^^  ing  to  the  true  intent  of  the  makers  of  the  Act,  pro 
*^  bono  publico"  This  principle  of  construction  has  al« 
ways  been  adopted  by  courts  of  justice*  Thus  where 
the  statute  of  Marlbridge,  c.  6,  provides  that  a  feoffinient 
to  the  heir  to  defraud  the  lord  of  ward,  &c.  shall  :be 
vofai,  the  statute  is  held  not  to  be  eonfined  to  ik^xaue 
of  a  leoffilient,  but  to  extend  to  a  grant,  fine,  recovery, 
lease  and  release,  confirmation,  or  other  coaviyanoe. 
Thus  again,  where  the  statute  of  Fraudulent  Oifb, 
87  £)i2.,  c.4,  enacts,  that  **  every  conveyance  of  any 
lands,  &C.  for  the  intent  and  purpose  to  defeitt  and 'de- 
ceive such  persons  as  have  purchased  of  '^all  pur- 
chase the  same  lands,  shall  be  deemed  ^aly  against 
such  purchaser  to  be  void,  frustrate  and  of  none  effect  ;** 
it  was  resolved  in  BurrePs  Case,  6  Co.  T^i  that  the 
r^taedy  was  not  confined  to  cases  whem  fte  first  and 
second  conveyances  were  made  by  the  same  person,  bat 
that  ^*i£  the  ftither  makes  a  lease  by  fraud  and  covin  of 
hk  laud,  to  defraud  others  to  whom  he  shall  demise  or 
sell  it  (as  aB  frandlilent  leases  shall  be  so  intended)  and 
befere^he-fathdr  sielb,  or  demises  it,  he  dies,  and  the 
soil,  biKiwingof  iiotfaiowiB^of  theaaid  lease^  sdls  the 
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\^$ii      land  oa  good  oonaidearatioai  in  that  c^tae  the  ^etuUiBi 

W^Mmw  ^^'  avoid  that  lease  by  th^.said  Act:"  and  k  i^  »ft^*i 

,     v^         wards  observed* ''  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  who.^^U 

cjf-dtm.      the  land  shonld  make  tiie  fcnoer  fraiid«ltat.  estate  lOr 

a^U«iYic^  iacnmbrance,  butbeihe  estate^  &c.  fraudoleat,  ^Qr 

soever  makes  it,  the  purchaser  shall  avoid  suokfcaudur 
lent  estate ;''  and  Lord  Coke  adds  to  his  report  of  tl^ 
case»  ^*  that  when  he  acquainted  Popham,  C.J.  with  that 
resolution,  he  allowed  wei\  of  it,  and  said  it  wjbs  well 
done  to  construe  the  said  Act  in  suppression  pf  fraud*** 
The  decision  io  Barrel's  case,  which  is  last  referred  to^ 
appears  highly  important  in  a  douUe  point  of  view :  in 
the  first  place,  as  confirming  and  fortifying,  the  geoeral 
rule  of  construction  above  laid  down  ;  and  in  the.  neait, 
as  having  a  direct  bearing  and  applicatiop  to  thp 
proper  construction  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  Irish 
Registry  Act.  For  the  Act  ligainst  fraudulent  cpn^ 
v^yances  and  the  Irish  Registry  Act  have  the  s^me'^b^ 
ject  in  view.  The  mischiefs  to  be  remedied  in  bQt^..fupe 
to  a  great  degree  the  same»  namely,  the  fn^ds  pcsgr 
tised  by  grantors  against  purchasers  for  ivaAue.;.,);^ 
remedy  applied  by  both  is  the  same  also,  ni^elj^.tli? 
making  the  fmmer  deed  void  against  the  lat^ ;  a^d 
between  the  ternvB  used  by  the  Legislajture  in  each  .ef 
the  clauses  by  which  the  former  deed  is  av<Mded  there 
is  almost,  an. exact  and  complete  agreement.  Whei^ 
therefore,  we  find  the  Judges  deciding,  in  the  case  under 
the  statute  sOf/£lis.,  that  the  statute  shall  apply  al- 
though thejOraudulent'estate  and  the  bona  fids  lea^  are 
not  made  by  the  same  person^  it  affords  the  strougej^ 
authority  that  can  be  furnished  by  lanalogy,  that  die 
same  ought  to  be  the  eoastfuction  of  the  clavse  .now 
under  discussion.  It  has  been  urged,  .in  answ#c  to.  tbi^ 
oonstniction  of  the  fifthsectioni  that  it  is  not  t9.be. takei^ 
bf  itself  alone,  but  in  conjuftction  with  the  fousth  sep- 
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tioh,  Off  ii4iicli  it  is  conteiuied  tbat  one  object  was  to  \^Hil 
cbtitfblaAd  qualify  the  operation  of  Ae  next  following  fm^^e 
clause.  And  it  is  isfurtlter  urged,  that  as  ^e  fourth  tfi 
liectS^n^  in  declaring  the  effect  and  operation  of  regt»^  ^ik^ 
tiei^  conveyancesi  inter  se,  gives  efficacy  to  the  first  0'«JilJpi^i«> 
registered  deed  in  preference  to  the  secondi  not  abao* 
hitely ,  but  only  ^^  according  to  th^  right,  title  and 
^  interest  of  the  person  conveying,"  a  similar  restric- 
tion must  be  understood  to  be  imported  into  the  fifth 
section  ^Iso,  and  that  the  enactment  which  avoids  alto* 
gether  the  prior  unregistered  as  against  the  subsequenk 
deed  which  is  put  upon  the  register,  must  be  under- 
stood With  this  tadt  restriction,  **  according  to  the  right, 
title  ^and  intereist  of  the  grantor  in  the  second  deed.** 
The  meaning  of  those  restrictive  words  in  the  fourth 
section  appears  to  be,  ^-  according  to  what  uxmld  hopoe 
^n  the  right,  filleand  interest  of  the  person  making 
the  second  conv^ante  had  there  been  no  deed  bst 
^ifv'h'at  appears  apod  the  register.''  For  unless  diitf  be 
1M  ttieankig  of  those  words  in  the  fourth  section,  that 
^us^  of  the  statute  affords  no  protectkm  at  alL  ThA 
'i6fause,  therefore,  so  understood,  enacts  in  effect,  that , 
ev^ry  man  who  first  registers  his  conveyance,  whei^ 
&ere  is  w>  other  objection  to  the  grantor*s  right  to  con- 
vey except  a  prior  conveyance  made  by  btmself  and 
tmregistered,  shall  be  preferred  to  the  tti^n'who  regis* 
ters  at  a  subsequent  time  the  conveyance  so  made  taf 
him.  This  construction,  on  the  one  hand,  exdndes  from 
the  protection  of  the  fowth  section  tiie  g^ranitee  who  has 
registered  a  conveyance  made  to  him  by  a  perfect 
stranger  to  ike  estate ;  and  on  the  other  hand  inclndea 
within  its  protedjon,  as  between  two  grantees,  that  otte 
who  first  registers  his  conveyance,  made  by  the  owner 
of  (he  estates.  To  apply  which  construction  to  the 
fads oT the  plresent case,  the  husband, but  for  tiieunve- 
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1 S8 1 4      gisAered :inarriage s^einlsiit,  would  have hidthq ri^to 
WjnMuwMir  ^^  ^^^^®  to  have  made  the  lease  of  1800..    For  whnq 
^    V.         lie  married,  the  residue  of  die  term  of  9d9  yearB  woikld 
erdbn.      have  belonged  to  the  wife's  fadier  for  life,  remid&der  te* 
a^Hvi^fc  the  wife-     Now  when  the  father  diqd,  (as  he  did  hefomi 
the  making  of  the  lease  of  1800),  the  tenh  would  kmr^ 
vested  in  the  husband  in  right  of  Us  wife,  with  fttt 
power  in  him  alone  to  dispose  of  it     At  the  time  thensk> 
fore  that  the  lease  of  1800  was  made,  it  would  h«f6' 
been  a  good  and  valid  lease  but  for  the  unregistered' 
settlement  of  1779-  The  case  therefore  of  these  lessees, 
if  there  had  been  a  subsequent  registration  of  die  man- 
riage  settlement,  would  have  been   argued  upon  the 
fourth  section,  and  upon  that  section  die  lessees  would, 
as  it  appears  to  us,  have  been  entitled  to  the  preference 
before  any  who  claim  under  the  marriage  settlement ; 
btft  it  is  urged  that  the  fifth  section  is  to  be  con. 
strued  as  if  subject  to  the  same  condition.     Even  ad« 
n^hting  such  should  be  the  case,  and  incorporatitig  lbtfC< 
condition  into  the  fifth  section,  it  would  still  se^m  thad 
the  imregistered  setdementisto  be  held  void  against  tbet- 
registered  lease,  the  latter  being  a  lease  granted  by  ai 
person  who  would  in  all  other  respects,  except  sofaris^ 
rdates  to  the  prior  unregistered  setdement,  have,  had' 
'*  right  and  title"  to  grant  the  lease.     But  after  all, 
why  is  .the  clear  intelligent  language  of  the  fifth  section 
to  be  Gontvoied  by  the  more  ambiguous  language  of 
tbe  jfourth  i    Ho  rule  of  construction  can  require  that, 
when  the  words  of  one  part  of  a  statute  convey  a.cleav 
meaning  according  to  their  strict  g^mmatical  con- 
struction^.a  meaning  which  best  **  advances  the  remedy 
and  suppresses  the  mischief  aimed  at  by  the  L^sla- 
tuce,  it  shall  be  necessary  to  introduce  another  part  of 
the  statute  which  speaks  with  less  perspicuity,  and  of 
w|d€h.tiie.  words  may  beeapable  of  «ocb  constmetion 
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aaflijr  pd^sUuIity  to .  diminish  tke  efficacy :  of  tiie  otker       issai 
pcDtwiooi  of  the  Act  .■  ^  W^w»iw«w 

i  >  (It  kas'been  farther  argued*^  that. the  effeot  q£  the  mar-'         ^' 
oiagei  afittlein^t  was  to  pieveikt  the  hu^nd  fron      er^b*^ 
Im^teg  any  right  to  grant  the  lease  of  1800  at  the  time  ^  ^  ^^^^ 
it^mmmaAej  for  that  the  wifes  right  was  effectually* 
(MoKveyed  as.  between  her  husband  and  herself  .by  the 
deed  iof  1779;  that  she  had  no  interest  in  her  at  the. 
tUaerBlie  married ;  that  she  could  therefore  pass  no  in'* 
ttxest  to  her  husband  by  the  marriage ;  that  the  husband 
C^onsequently  never  had  any  right,  and  therefore  could 
canvey;hone  to  the  lessee.    Now  it  may  be  admitted^ 
that  as  against  the  husband,  who  was  party  to  the  deed 
of  1770,  that  deed  was*  valid  ;  it  may  be  admitted  alao^ 
tbajt  he  could  not  ofxight  exercise  any  power  over  the 
property  inconsistent  with  that  deed;  but  as  bythd 
uoa-registration  of  that  deed  the  grantees  suffered  hin^i 
asi  to.tbe  world  at  large,  to  have  the  appearance  of  rigH' 
oeitherthey,  norany  claiming  under  them»  are  at  tibertjrr! 
toi  aetiup  .the. deed  in  opposition  to  the  persons:  whdt' 
l^at^ been  deluded  by  the  appearance  of  right  w;the; 
hii^nd..  This  argument  therefore,  which  woiildb^v 
good  ^agaiurt  the  husband  himself,  cannot  be  heard: 
ftom  die  parties  claiming  under  the  settlement  against 
his  grantee  for  a  valuable  consideration.       ^         .  :    ' 
It  ia  further.urged  in  argumwt,  that  the  Irish  Regis'^ 
tiry  Act  never  intended  the  register  tq  cobftain  a  perfect 
history  of  the  title,  for  that  devises  are  not  required  to 
be  registered*  by  that  Act,  and  therefore  the  conveyance 
by  the  heir,  although  registered,  may  always  be  set 
aside  by  the  devisee  claiming  under  a  will  concealed  ot 
subsequently  discovered.  It  roust  be  admitted  that  such 
is  the  necessiary  construction  of  the  Act,  and  it  is  to  be 
regretted  that  it  ia  defiactivein  that  particular.     But- 
sorely  that  dele^afforda^Bq  argument  for  so  coDStntiiig'* 
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J8S  t  •  ft  in  amiiher  of*  its  pvatielom:  as  to  mdke  it  iMffittif^M 
WiiMMTtfn  ^g^iost  a  former  unregistered  conveyance.  If 'the\^l 
UxM  <lW5'*iot  go  far  enougii,  at  least  the  fnterpr^tation  of 
oM^ea^  the  Court  of  Law  sliouM  make  it  perfect  as  Atf*  as  fts 
enactments  do  extend.  •    ^^ 

One  objection  taken  in  argmiieiit  to  the  right  «^  the 
Plaintiff  below  to  recover  in  ejec^m^t  has>btien;  that 
she  takes  no  legal  interest  in  the  premises.'  It  baa  bMH 
asked  to  whom  does  the  rent  reserved  by  this  lease  be- 
long, and  by  whom  could  it  be  recovered  ?  It  should  be 
observed,  that  the  same  difficulty  would  have  occurred^ 
and  the  kame  question  might  have  arisen,  had  both  the 
deeds  been  executed  by  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  and  had 
the  first  deed  been  for  any  other  purposes  and  without 
any  trust  in  favour  of  the  wife.  The  first  deed,  the  un* 
registered  deed,  would,  as  between  her  and  the  trustees, 
have  effectually  vested  all  her  interest  in  die'  trustees, 
and  she  would  have  had  no  right  or  title  or  interest  in 
herself:  she  would  have  nothing  qfher  own  to  convey : 
and  though  her  conveyance  would  by  force  of  die  Re* 
gistry  Act  have  passed  a  good  and  valid  legal  estate  to 
her  lessee,  she  never  would  have  been  capable  of 
taking  the  rent  reserved  upon  it  to  her  own  use.  How 
the  rent  would  have  been  recoverable  in  either  case  it 
is  not  necessary  now  to  say ;  it  is  sufficient,  that  as 
against  the  unregistered  settlement  the  lease  conveyed 
the  legal  interest  to  the  lessee. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  upon  the  first  question 
submitted  to  us,  we  think  the  tide  of  the  assignees  of 
the  lease  is  to  be  preibrred  to  that  of  the  widow  or  that 
of  the  trustees  under  the  settlement 

Upon  the  second  question  proposed  by  your  Lord- 
ships, after  the  full  oiscussion  of  the  principle  on  which 
we  have  arrived  at  the  former  opinion,  it  will  be  sufficient 
to  say-^We  think  the  neglect  to  register  the  assigtiraent 
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lol.ti^  lease  does  not  invalklate  tbe  claim  of  the  assign       1891. 
pi^s,  because  the  UDregktered  assignment  passed  the  wlmainwrfir 
ifnterest  in  the  lease  as  between  the  lessee  and  the         ^ 
^9signee,  and  there  is  no  conflicting  claimant  under  a      ^  dem.  ' 
registered  deed.  ^-  *  **•  ^^' 

!  Mard  Ttrderden  expressed  his  perfect  concurrence 
in  the  opinions  thus  delivered,  and  moved  the  judg- 
iaeot  of  the  House  ib  conformity  to  it. 

Judgment  of  the  Court  below  affirmed.  is^Kb^iSss. 
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ACQUIESCENCE.    See  Land-Tax. 

ADMISSION-    5e<j  Vicarage. 

AGENT  (ARMY.) 

Information  under  45  Geo.  3,  c.  58,  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown^ 

against  an  Army  Agent,  for  a  discovery  and  production  of 

documents  with  a  view  to  an  account.     Plea,  isL  That  the 

accounts  had  been  settled  and  closed  at  the  War-Office  by 

the  issuing  of  the  clearing  warrants,  and  setting  out  the 

warrants,  and  referring  to  them ;  2d.  That  the  monies  im- 

prested  in  the  agent's  hands  for  the  pay  or  arrears  of  pay  of 

officers  were  held  by  him  as  the  banker  or  private  agent  of 

the  officers  by  whom  he  was  appointed ;  and  that  for  such 

monies  he  was  not  accountable  to  the  Crown.    The  plea 

ordered  by  the  Court  below  to  stand  for  an  answer^  with 

liberty  to  Attorney-General  to  except.-— Held  by«the  House 

of  Lords,  that  both  parts  of  the  plea  were  bad,  for  that 

the    clearing   warrants  did  not  purport  on    the  face  of 

them  to  be  a  final  settlement  of  accounts,  and  that  an 

army  agent  was  a  public  officer,  and  was  accountable  to 

the  Crown  for  monies  received  by  him  for  the  pay  and 

arrears  of  pay  of  officers:  that  the  plea  might  have  been 

over-ruled,  but  its  being  ordered  to  stand  for  answer  was 

only  the  more  favourable  to  the  agent :  And  orders  of  the 

Court  below  affirmed. — Deare  v.  Attomey^Generaly  p.  377. 

AGENT  FOR  GENERAL  PURPOSES.      See  Principal  and 
Agent. 

AGREEMENT*      Ste  Pleading.      Specific  Pbrpormancb. 
Surety. 

ANNUITY.    See  Interest,  2.    Principal  and  Agent. 

ASSIGNATION.    See  Agent  (Law.) 

AUCTION  (DUTY.) 

A  trader  seised  in  fee  of  real  estates,  first  mortgages  them, 
and  then  conveys  them  to  trustees  in  trust  to  pay  off  incum- 
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brances,  and  for  other  purposes.  He  then  becomes  bank- 
rupt ;  and  the  estates,  including  all  interests,  are  sold  by 
auction,  by  order  of  the  assignees,  with  the  concurrence  of 
the  trustees,  it  not  appearing  whether  the  mortgagees  were 
at  all  consulted  in  the  matter.  Held  by  the  House  of  Lords, 
affirming  judgments  of  the  Courts  of  Exchequer  and  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  that  the  estates  so  sold  were  estates  of 
the  bankrupt,  and  as  such  exempt  from  payment  of  the 
auction  duty,  under  the  Acts  19  Geo.  3,  c.  56^  &  19,  and 
6  Greo.  4,  c.  9,  s.  iS^'^Uomey^Genend  ▼.  Wmstandey^ 
p.  302. 
AWARD. 

An  award,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  although  it  does  not  de- 
cide, on  the  whole  matter  referred,  may  be  good  as  far  as  it 
goes,  provided  it  be  unobjectionable  in  other  respects.— 
Maclettan  v.  Mackody  p.  121. 

BANKRUPTCY.    See  Auction  Dutt.    Pbacticb. 

1 .  A  trust  deed,  for  the  benefit  of  Scotch  creditor^  made  by 
one  of  three  partners  in  two  Scotch  firms,  all  of  whom  are  also 
partners  in  English  firms,  is  not  such  an  act,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  the  partnership  business,  as  to  be  valid  agfunst  the 
other  two  partners  or  their  representatives,  and  the  assig- 
nees under  a  general  commission  against  all^  cannot  homolo- 
gate it. — Douglas  Sf  others  v.  Brown  4*  others^  p.  171 . 

2.  The  Stirling  Banking  Company  in  1825  stopped  payment, 
and  a  sequestration  soon  after  followed.  Two  or  three  years 
afterwards,  before  their  funds  had  been  realized  and  their 
affairs  wound  up,  they  made  an  o£Rsr  to  the  creditors  of  a  com- 
position of  20  s*  in  the  pound,  with  interest  up  to  the  period  of 
the  sequestration,  with  security  for  payment,  on  approval  of 
the  composition  by  the  Court.  This  was  accepted  by  more 
than  the  statutory  portion  of  the  creditors.  Petitions  for 
approval  were  presented,  but  were  objected  to  by  three  cre- 
ditors to  a  veiy  comparatively  small  amount,  on  the  ground 
that,  since  the  acceptance  of  the  composition  it  had  been 
ascertained  that  the  Company  had  realized,  or  would 
speedily  realize,  ample  funds  to  pay  their  debts  in  full,  with 
interest  to  the  time  of  paymeint.  The  Court,  however,  con- 
sidered the  composition  reasonable  at  the  time  it  waa 
accepted,  and  approved  of  it,  and  that  judgment  waa 
affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords.— -Ao^er^jon  v.  Alexander^ 
p.  312. 
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BILLS  <OF  EXCHANGE.) 

Lord  M*  dies  indd)led  in  more  tboD  100,000  i,  and  leaves 
fiindt  applicabb  to  the  pajment  of  hia  debts  to  the  anaount 
of  onlj  50,000  L  The  widovr  enten  imto  an  obligation  to 
pay  the  whole  of  her  deceased  husband's  debts.  Held  by 
the  Court  of  Session  that  the  En^ish  creditors  under  this 
obligation  are  entitled  to  interest  on  the  bonds  and  bills  of 
exchange  till  the  principal  is  paid,  on  the  ground,  that  such 
securities  carry  interest  by  the  law  of  England :  Secus,  as 
to  the  simple  contract  debts,  which  by  the  law  of  England 
do  not  bear  interest. — Montgomery  ▼•  Bridge,  p.  297. 

BOND.    See  Bills  of  Exchange.    Issues  upon. 

Exceptions  to  the  Master's   Report  upon.    See  Prac« 
ncB. 

BOROUGH,    ^e  Charter. 

BURGESSES  (ELECTION  Ot.)    See  Charter. 

BYE-LAWS.    See  Charter. 

CHARITY. 

D.  M.,  a  native  of  Montrose,  in  Scotland,  residing  in  Eng- 
land, by  Will  made  in  England,  and  in  the  English  form, 
bequeaths  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
trustees,  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  or  rents  of 
inheritance,  in  fee«simple,  for  a  charitable  purpose,  at  Mon- 
trose, in  Scodand,  where  two  of  the  four  trustees  resided, 
one  residing  in  England,  and  another  in  the  West  Indljss. — 
Held  by  the  House  of  Lords,  affirming  a  decree  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  that  the  bequest  was  void  by  the  statute  of 
mortmain,  it  not  appearing  from  the  will  that  the  testator 
intended  that  the  trustees  should  have  the  option  to  pur* 
chase  lands  in  Scotland. — Attorney-General  v.  MUl^p.  393. 

CHARTER. 

A  charter  granted  by  the  Crown  cannot  be  partially  accepted, 
unless  it  should  appear  to  be  the  intention  of  the  Crown  that 
the  grantee  should  have  the  option  to  acoq>t  in  part  and 
reject  in  part. 

A  charter  vests  the  right  to  elect  burgesses  in  the  general 
body  of  an  ancient  corporation^  and  gives  a  power  to  make 
bye-laws  to  a  select  body.  The  general  body  makes  a  bye* 
law  delegating  the  power  to  elect  burgesses  to  the  select 
body.  Held,  that  this,  is  a  good  bye-law ;  for  the  power 
given  by  the  charter  to  the  select  body  to  make  bye-laws 

L  L  2 


508  INDEX. 

does  not  devest  the  general  body  of  the^  right  to  make  such 
laws,  which  is  incident  to  it  at  common  law. 
The  general   body  of  a  corporation  may  lawfuDy  delegate 
the  power  to  elect   burgesses  to   a  select  body  of  the 
corporation.— /?tf J?  ▼.  Westtoood,  p.  21. 
COMPOSltlON  OF  DEBTS.    See  Bankruptcy. 

CONSTRUCTION.    Sec  Derd. 
CONTRACT.    Se9  Deed. 
CORPORATION.    See  Charter. 
COSTS.    See  Executor. 
CURACY.    See  Vicarage. 

DEBT  (SIMPLE,  CONTRACT  AND  BOND,  INTEREST  ON.) 
See  Bills  of  Exchange. 

DEED.    See  Registration. 

1 .  The  grantor  of  a  heritable  bond  is  taken  bound  **  to  infeft  and 
seise  A,  B.  and  his  foresaids,  on  our  own  expenses,  in  the 
lands  and  others  above  disponed,  to  be  holden  from  me  of 
and  under  my  immediate  lawful  superiors  thereof,  in  the 
same  manner  as  I  hold, the  same  myself,  and  for  payment  of 
the  same  feu-duties  as  I  pay  or  am  bound  to  pay  therefor." 
No  confirmation  is  procured  from  the  superior.— Held  by 
the  House  of  Lords,  affirming  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Session,  that  this  was  a  public  holding,  and  invalid  for  want 
of  confirmation. — Stevenson  v.  Rowand,  p.  104. 

d.  A  person  having  a  legal  estate  in  certain  premises  as  trustee, 
and  an  equitable  and  beneficial  interest  in  the  same  estate, 
executes  a  deed  which  might  be  construed  either  as  pur- 
porting to  pass  both  estates,  or  only  the  equitable  estate 
which  alone  he  had  a  right  to  convey  ;  held,  that  the  instra- 
ment  should  be  construed  as  intending  to  pass  only  the 
estate  which  he  had  a  right  to  convey ;  for  a  party  shall  be 
presumed  to  have  intended  to  do  only  that  which  he  had  a 
right  to  do,  provided  the  instrument  be  fairly  and  reasonably 
capable  of  that  construction. — Fattsset  v.  Carpenter  ^^p,  2311. 

3.  John  Ewen  by  his  marriage  contract  covenants  that  his  whole 
property  at  the  time  of  his  death  shall  belong  to  the  issue  of 
the  marriage.  His  wife  dies  in  his  life-time,  leaving  a 
daughter,  an  only  child,  who,  when  about  twenty-one  years 
of  age  marries  a  young  man  of  about  the  same  age,  and  in  a 
year  after  a  son  is  born  of  the  marriage.  The  husband  then 
proposes  to  go  abroad  to  improve  his  fortune,  and  Ewen, 
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who  was  then  a  prosperous  trader,  persuades  him  and  his 
wife  to  execute  a  deed|  in  the  nature  of  a  post-nuptial  con- 
tract! by  which,  in  consideration  of  a  som  of  315  /.,  they  dis- 
charge him  from  all  claims  whatever  on  his  property*  They 
were  at  this  time  ignorant  of  the  daughter's  claims  under  her 
father  and  mother's  marriage  contract,  and  Ewen,  attended 
by  his  man  of  business,  brought  them  the  deed  to  sign  on 
the  night  of  the  husband's  departure,  and  it  was  then 
executed.  It  was  stated  in  the  deed  that  Ewen  had  paid  a 
moiety  of  the  315  /.  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  con- 
tract, and  that  the  other  moiety  was  to  be  paid  after  his 
death*  But  in  point  of  fact  he  paid  down  nothing  at  the 
time  of  the  execution,  but  only  renounced  a  debt  of  61  /• 
due  to  bira  from  the  husband  for  goods,  and  gave  a  promissory 
note  for  the  other  96  /.  Ewen  lived  for  a  considerable  time 
after;  and  two  days  before  his  death,  by  a  trust-deed  of 
settlement,  conveyed  the  bulk  of  his  property,  amounting  to 
14,000/.,  to  trustees  to  build  an  hospital* 

The  daughter's  post-nuptial  contract  reduced  on  the  ground 
of  fraud  and  circumvention. 

The  trust-settlement  provided  that  the  fund  should  accumulate 

till  it  should  amount  to sterling,  when  it  was  to  be 

applied  to  the  building  of  the  hospital,  and  to  the  mainte- 
nance of boys,  leaving  blanks  as  to  the  amount  of  the 

accumulation,  and  as  to  the  number  of  boys.  This  deed 
reduced  on  the  ground  of  the  uncertainty,  as  well  as  the 
fraud. 

The  deed  directed  that  the  hospital  should  be  governed  ac- 
cording to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  Ewen  should,  by  a 
separate  deed  appoint  (no  such  appointment  made),  or 
failing  any  such  appointment,  by  the  rules  and  regulations  of 
another  well-known  bospitaf  referred  to.  This  would  have 
been  sufficiently  certain,  if  the  deed  had  been  good  in  other 
respects.-— JE!w€ii  v.  Bannerman^  p.  74. 

DESCENT  OF  HONOURS.    See  FssaAOB. 

DEVIATION.    iSVc  Iwsukanck. 

DILIGENCE.    See  Bank&uptct. 

DISTRESS* 

^*,  entitled  to  a  lease  for  lives  renewable  for  ever,  assigns  the 
whole  of  bis  estate  and  interest  in  the  lands  to  J5.,  reserving 
a  rent,  and  a  power  of  distress  and  re-entry,  but  no  reversion. 
The  rent  being  in  arrear,  A*  distrains,  and  £.  replevies;  A* 
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avows  under  the  Irish  statute  95  Geo.  3»  c.  id»  corsespond- 
ing  to  the  English  scatnte  1 1  Geo.  3,  c.  19,  giving  landiofds 
the  remedy  by  distress,  and  judgment  in  the  Irish  Comtion 
Pleas  and  Exchequer  Chamber  for  A.  But,  on  error  by  B. 
in  Dom.  ProCi  tlie  judgment  reversed,  for  the  statutes  apfdy 
only  to  those  leases  where  there  is  a  reversion,  or  an  interest 
vested  in  the  lessor  at  the  expiration  of  the  lease ;  and  here 
there  is  no  reversion.— P/ucil  v.  Digges  4*  onathcr^  p.  180. 

ELECTION. 

General  F.  Dundas,  domiciled  in  Scotland,  and  possessed  of  a 
real  estate  in  England,  and  of  heritable  and  moveable  pro* 
perty  in  Scotland,  dies,  leaving  a  trust  disposition  of  the 
whole  of  his  subject,  heritable  and  moveable,  in  favour  of 
trustees,  in  which  they  are  directed  to  turn  the  whole  into 
money,  and  divide  the  proceeds  equally  among  his  four 
children  ;  and  the  deed  is  executed  in  the  Scottish  form, 
attested  by  two  witnesses.  This  not  being  sufficient  to  con- 
vey the  English  real  estate,  although  it  was  clear  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  disponer  to  convey  it  along  with  the 
rest  of  his  property  to  the  trustees,  the  eldest  son  and  heir- 
at-law  insisted  that  it  was  a  nullity  as  to  the  English  estate, 
and  that  he  was  entitled  to  take  that  as  heir-at-law  to  his 
father,  and  also  to  take  his  fourth  share  of  the  Scottish  pro- 
perty.— Held  by  theHouse  of  Lords,  affirming  an  unanimous 
decision  of  the  Judges  of  the  Second  Division  of  the  Court  of 
Session,  that  the  heir-at-law  was  put  to  his  approbate  or  repro- 
bate (election),  and  must  waive  all  objections,  and  allow  the 
trust-disposition  to  have  full  effect  as  to  the  whole  property, 
according  to  the  intent  of  the  Disponer,  or  take  nothing 
under  the  disposition.-«Dtfiic/a<  v.  Dundas,  p.  349. 

ERROR.    See  Practicb. 

ESTATE  (PRICE  OF).    Set  Heir-at-Law. 

EVIDENCE.  &e  Peer  AGS.    Practice,  1.  5.   Presumption  of 
Law.    Tithes.  Vicaraob. 

EXCEPTIONS.    See  Practicb,  2.  3. 

EXECUTION.    See  Sheriff. 

EXECUTOR.    See  Heir-at-Law. 

An  Executor,  conducting  suits  as  solicitor  for  the  legatees 
under  the  will  of  his  testator,  not  allowed  his  costs  in  the  fiist 
instance,  where  it  appeared  that  he  had  conducted  the  suits 
in  a  negligent  and  tardy  manner. — JViUson  v.  Carmichael, 
P-  51. 
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•FOREIGN  LAW.   See  Practicj^  i. 

FRAUD.    <Se0  Imfluekcs.  Marriaob  Cohtract^.    Practice. 
Principai.  and  Aqbkt. 

FRAUDS  (STATUTE  OF.)    5e«ELBCTioK.    Pleading, 

FUNDS  (ENGLISH  AND  FOREIGN.)     See  Principal  and 
Agent. 

HEIR-AT-LAW.    See  Election. 

Where  the  price,  or  any  part  of  it,  of  an  inheritable. (real) 
estate  remains  unpaid,  and  is  made,  by  the  conveyance,  a 
burden  on  the  estate  till  paid,  the  price,  or  tliat  part  of  it 
which  remains  unpaid,  and  is  so  made  a  burden  on  the 
estate,  does  not  go  to  the  executor  or  administrator,  but  re- 
mains heritable,  and  descends  to  the  heir-at-law. — MacJcenzie 
V.  Anderson,  p.  60. 

INFLUENCE  (UNDUE.) 

Maccabe,  an  Irish  barrister,  becomes  casually  acquainted  with 
Mrs.  Hussey,  a  widow  lady,  possessed  of  some  property  of  her 
own,  and  having  large  expectations  from  an  aunt.  Maccabe 
acquires  her  confidence,  and  engages  in  the  management  of 
her  affairs,  and  persuades  her  to  give  him  a  deed  of  gift  of  a 
third  of  the  aunt's  property.  When  that  property  comes 
into  possession  he  persuades  her  to  transfer  to  him  one-half 
of  it  for  himself,  and  also  the  other  half  to  be  managed  by 
him  on  her  account.  He  makes  misrepresentations  to  her 
about  her  son,  and  as  to  other  matters,  and  prevails  upon 
her  to  execute  a  release  to  him.  Mrs.  Hussey  at  length 
calls  for  an  account,  which  he  refuses  to  render.  She 
offers  him  a  full  discharge  if  he  would  pay  her  the  two- 
thirds  of  her  property,  calculated  by  her  at  a  1,000  2.  He 
refuses.  She  files  her  bill  in  Equity,  and  the  deed  of  gift 
and  release  set  aside,  as  having  been  obtained  by  fraud  and 
undue  influence  and  misrepresentation, and  Maccabe  decreed 
to  refund  36,500/.  to  Mrs.  Hussey.  This  decree  affirmed 
on  appeal.— Mocco^tf  v.  Hussey,  p.  440. 

INSTITUTION.    See  Vicarage- 

INSURANCE  (LIFE.) 

H.  F.  assures  bis  life  in  January  1815,  and  pays  premiums 
regularly  till  i824«  In  June  1815,  H.  JP.  commits  a  felony, 
of  which  he  is  convicted  in  October  1834,  and  for  which  he  is 
executed  in  November  of  that  year.  Bill  filed  in  1 835  by  the 
representatives  of  If,  JP.,  claimii^g  under  him  luid  in  his 
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.  right,  for  payment  of  the  sum  alleged  to  be  due  on  the 
inaurancei  and  decree  by  M.  R.  in  favour  of  the  representa- 
tives;  but  the  judgment  reversed  by  the  Lords,  on  the 
ground  that  by  the  general  policy  of  the  law  the  insurance 
became  void,  as  to  those  claiming  und^  and  in  right  of 
H.  F^  in  consequence  of  the  death's  being  occasioned  by 
his  own  criminal  act. — Amicabie  Jssurtmcc  Soekiy  v.  Bottand 
andotherif  p.  i* 

INSURANCE  (MARITIME.) 

Insurance  on  a  vessel  "  at  and  from  Leith  to  Shetland,  and 
''  from  thence  to  Barcelona,  and  at  and  from  thence,  and 
**  two  other  por/<  in  Spain,  to  a  port  in  Great  Britain."  The 
vessel  was  lost  while  loading  at  Saloe,  and  the  question 
was  whetlier  Saloe  was  a  port  withing  the  meaning  of  the 
policy.  The  affirmative  held  by  the  courts  below,  and  the 
Assured  declared  entitled  to  recover.  Affirmed  by  the 
House  of  Lords.— Sea  Insurance  Company  v.  Gavin,  p.  129* 
INTEREST.    See  Bills  of  Exchange. 

Ik  In  a  case  where,  in  181 1,  a  written  agreement  had  been  ob- 
tained to  discharge  an  heritable  bond  on  which  interest  was 
due  from  1793,  whicli  agreement  was  reduced  as  fraudu- 
lent, the  Cburt  of  Session^  in  an  action  on  the  bond,  ad- 
judged  that  the  simple  interest  from  1793  to  1811  should 
be  turned  into  principal,  and  that  on  the  accumulated  fund 
from  1811,  till  payment,  compound  interest  should  be 
charged  on  biennial  vests.  But  this  judgment  was  reversed 
by  the  House  of  Lords ;  the  ground  ot  the  reversal,  as  stated 
in  the  subsequent  case  of  Napier  v.  Lady  Gordon^  being  the 
biennial  vest:^. — Macneil  v.  Jo/fy,  p.  454. 

a.  Semble. — A  party  purchasing  an  estate,  but  not  paying  the 
purchase  money,  is  by  the  law  of  Scotland  liable  to  pay- 
ment of  interest,  and  can  only  release  himself  from  that 
liability  by  consigning  the  money  into  Court. — Naper  v. 
Lady  Gordon^  p.  461.  n. 

3.  A  portion  of  an  entailed  estate  is  sold  by  the  heir  in  posses- 
sion for  the  redemption  of  the  land-tax,  and  the  surplus- 
money  is  invested  in  terms  of  the  statute*  The  heir  of 
entail  next  entitled  sells  for  valuable  consideration  his 
reversionary  and  contingent  right  to  the  interest  of  this 
fund,  and  assigns  it  to  the  purchaser  by  a  deed  prepared 
in  the  English  form,  and  executed  in  England,  where  the 
parties  were  domiciled,  but  without  the  solemnities jrequired 
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by  the  Unr  of  Scodaiid.--Held  by  iho  Hbute  of  Lordg, 
affirming  a  deckioQ  of  the  Court  of  Seegioo,  thfit  the  interest 
of  the  money  was  moreable  property,  and  was  well  assigned 
by  the  English  deed,  comHate  gentium. JWiwte-^The  in- 
terest in  this  case  was  taken  at  a  specific  sum,  and  the 
•eUer  engaged  to  make  good  that  sum  in  case  the  actual 
interest  should  fall  below  it,  and  a  question  was  raised 
whether  this  was  not  a  grant  of  an  annnity,  in  which 
case  the  deed,  to  be  valid  by  the  English  law,  must  be 
memorialized.  But  no  opinion  given  on  that  poiDt»*^co^/ 
,  V.  AUmtty  p.  404. 

ISSUE*    SSee  Bokd. 

LAND-TAX  (REDEMPTION.) 

Sale  in  1 800,  by  the  testamentary  guardians  of  iVf .,  ah  infant, 
of  some  lots  of  his  land,  to  redeem  the  land-tax.  H,  pur- 
chases one  of  the  lots,  and  pays  the  price  into  the  hands 
of  his  own  agent,  who  was  also  agent  for  the  vendors,  but 
the  agent  neglects  to  pay  it  into  the  Bank  in  terms  of  the 
Land-tax  Redemption  Act.  3f.  comes  of  age  in  1807,  and 
afterwards  accounts  with  the  agent  as  if  the  agent  were  his 
debtor  for  the  purchase-money  paid  by  H. ;  and  the  agent 
not  being  able  to  pay,  M.,  in  1825,  brought  his  ejectment; 
and  the  Appellants,  representatives  of  H.,  filed  their  bill  in 
the  Exchequer  to  restrain  proceedings  in  the  ejectment, 
and  to  compel  M.  to  complete  the  title*  Bill  dismissed 
by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  (Alexander),  anJ  the  judgment 
affirmed  by  the  Lords,  principally  on  the  ground  that  H. 
all  along  knew  that  the  money  had  not  been  paid  into  the 
Bank,  and  that  that  was  not  done  which  was  necessary  to 
give  validity  tp  his  title. — Hicks  v.  Movant^  p.  414. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT.    Sec  Distress.  Mortoaoee. 

LEASE.     See  Registration. 

LIMITATIONS,  (STATUTES  OF.) 

.  The  assignee  in  possession  of  an  equitable  life-estate  from 
tenant  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  holds  over 
after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  against  the  trustee 
holding  the  legal  estate  both  for  tenant  for  life  and  remain- 
dermen :  his  adverse  possession  as  against  the  trustee  does 
not  commence  till  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  till 
then  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  begin  to  run,  Fausset 
V.  Carpenter  J  p.  332. 
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LIMITATION  OF  SUITS.    See  Practicb,  7. 

LONDON  TITHES.    &€  Tithes. 

MARRIAGE  (DECLARATOR.) 

In  a  suit  for  a  declarator  of  marriage  founded  on  a  promise 
subsequente  copula;  there  was  no  direct  evidence  of  the 
promise  but  from  facts  and  circumstances,  and  chiefly  from 
letters  written  by  the  Defender  to  the  Pdrsuer,  (the  De- 
lender  having  destroyed  the  letters  written  by  the  Pursuer 
to  him);  the  Commissary ' Court  and  Court  of  Session 
thought  that  there  was  sufficient  ground  to  warrant  the 
infeience  that  a  promise  of  marriage  had  been  given  and 
accepted  previous  to  the  conciU)ituSf  and  declared  ibr  the 
marriage.  The  Judgment  i^nned  by  the  Lords.— HoMcy- 
man  v.  CampheU^  alias  Honeyman^  p.  26^* 

MISREPRESENTATION.    5ee  Imvluxncx.    SBERir». 

MISTAKE.    See  Prikcipal  and  Aoent. 

MORTGAGEE. 

Where  a  tenant,  having  mortgaged  his  lease,  has  neglected  to 
pay  rent,  and  costs,  or  file  his  bill,  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Tenantry  Acts,  within  six  months  fVom  the 
time  of  execution  executed  on  an  ejectment  brought  by  tlie 
landlord,  the  mortgagee  has  a  further  period  of  three 
months  within  which  he  may,  by  payment  of  rent  and  costs, 
or  filing  his  bill  and  lodging  the  money  in  Court,  save  the 
lease  from  forfeiture.— -O^Reii!(y  v.  Ftaiherston^  p.  39. 

MORTMAIN.    See  Charity. 

NEGLIGENCE.    See  Executor.    Principal  and  Agent. 

PEERAGE. 

1 .  The  grant  of  honours  is  not  regulated  by  the  same  law  as  the 
grant  of  lands,  and  therefore,  where  the  Crown  granted  a 
peerage  to  a  certain  person  et  heredibus  suis  masculis  imperpe' 
tuuniy  and  the  grantee  died  without  issue,  the  title  was  held 
to  descend  to  the  male  heir  of  a  collateral  branch  of  the 
family. — The  Earl  of  Devon's  ease^  p.  floo. 

a.  Copies  of  wills  are  not  evidence  in  the  House  of  Lords  to 
support  a  claim  of  peerage;  the  originals  must  be  produced. 
-^NelterviUe  Peerage^  p.  342. 

3.  Where  three  Irish  peerages  are  considered  extinct,  and  a 

new  creation  takes  place,  after  which  one  of  these  peerages 

is  revived,  the  new  creation  is  valid  under  the  Act  of  Unioi^ 

«     witb  Ireland,  but  the  Crown's  right  again  to  create  a  new 
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peerage  will  be  suspended  till  the  full  number  of  vacancies 
has  occurred. — BlomfieU  Peerage^  p.  344. 

PLEADING. 

Declaratian  that,  in  consideradon  of  Plaintiff's  appointing  P.  C. 
his  agent,  Defendant  undertook  that  P.  C  would  faithfully 
and' honestly  discharge  any  duty  assigned  to  or  trust  reposed 
in  him.  Plea  :  no  undertaking  in  writing.  Replioation :  an 
undertaking  in  writing.  Demurrer  to  the  Replication,  for 
that  this  was  bringing  matter  of  law  to  be  tried  by  a  jury. 
But  the  Replication  held  good,  as  putting  in  issue  a  matter 
of  fact  to  be  tried  by  a  jury. — Lysaght  v»  IValker^  p.  an. 

POLICY  (OF  LIFE  INSURANCE.) 

Avoided  by  execution  of.  Assured  for  felony. — Amicable 
Assurance  Society  y.  BcUandy  p.  1* 

POLICY  (PUBLIC).    See  Insurance. 

PRACTICE.    See  Peerage,  2. 

1.  A  trust-deed  for  the  benefit  of  Scotch  creditors,  made  by  one 
of  three  partners  in  two  Scotch  firms,  all  of  whom  are  also 
partners  in  English  firms,  is  not  such  an  act  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  the   partnership   business  as  to  be  valid 

•  against  the  other  two  partners,  or  their  representatives ;  and 
the  assignees,  under  a  general  commission  of  bankrupt 
against  all,  cannot  homologate  it.  The  rules  of  English 
law  are  matters  of  evidence  in  Scotch  courts;  but  the 
House  of  Lords,  sitting  as  a  court  of  appeal  firom  the  deci- 
sion of  a  Scotch  court,  is  equally  an  English  as  a  Scotch 
court,  and  will  act  on  its  own  knowledge  of  English  law, 
and  not  be  bound  by  the  report  of  that  law  made  by 
English  lawyers  to  the  Scotch  courts. — Douglas  and  others 
V.  Brown  and  (dhers,  p.  171* 

2.  Issues  directed  by  M.  R.  as  to  a  bond  merely  upon  the  sur- 
mise and  suggestion  of  a  party,  the  bond  being  unobjec- 
tionable on  the  face  of  it,  and  all  the  evidence  as  to  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  had  been  obtained  being  be- 
fore his  Honour  upon  a  report  made  after  inquiry  by  the 
Master.  The  Order  directing  the  issues  reversed  by  the 
House  of  Lords,  and  the  cause  remitted,  with  directions  to 
his  Honour  to  decide  upon  the  matter  himself.  ^Nichol  v. 
Vaugltan,  p.  420. 

3.  Where  a  Master  reported  that  a  bond  was  voluntary,  and  a 
party  excepted,  on  the  ground  that  the  Master  ought  to 
have  reported  that  the  bond  was  partly  for  valuable  con- 
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sideration  and  partly  yoluntaryy  and  the  party,  at  the  argu- 
ment  on  the  exceptioni  offered  to  withdraw  it,  and  to  have 
the  bond  considered  as  merely  voluntary,  as  reported  by 
the  Master,  his  Honour  the  M.  R*  was  of  opinion  that  the 
party  was  bound  by  the  exception  to  support  the  bond  as 
partly  for  valuable  consideration,  and  refused  to  allow  the 
exception  to  be  withdrawn. — Nicol  v.  Vau^anf  p*  490* 
4.  In  Error  on  a  judgment  given  by  an  inferior  court  on  ex- 
ceptions, the  Court  of  Error  is  confined  to  the  points  raised 
by  the  exceptions,  and  cannot  travel  dekorM,'^Fau9$ct  v. 
Carpenter^  p.  23<2. 

5*  Sembie. — ^That  the  Lords,  although  a  Court  of  Appeal,  may 
and  do  look  at  evidence  which  has  been  rejected  below,  to 
see  whether,  if  admitted,  it  ought  to  have  made  any  dif- 
ference in  the  decree,  and  that  although  they  should  be  of 
opinion  that  it  should  have  been  received  below,  yet  if  they 
should  at  the  same  time  be  of  opinion  that  if  received  it 
ought  to  have  made  no  difference  in  the  decree,  they  will 
not  remit. — MaccabcY:  Hussetfy  p.  440. 

6.  In  the  course  of  proceedings  in  a  bankruptcy  case,  where  a 
deed  of  trust  had  been  executed,  tlie  trustee  and  one  of 
the  partners  were  served  with  diligence  as  havers,  to  pro* 
duce  all  papers  and  documents  relating  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  cause.  The  partner  had  lost  some  of  the 
papers  before  being  served  with  the  diligence,  and  the 
trustee  had  destroyed  one  of  them  after  being  served  with 
it.  Petitions  were  presented  by  the  objectors,  praying  that 
the  trustee  might  be  censured,  and  that  the  partner  might 
be  censured,  and  that  his  discharge  might  be  disallowed ; 
but  the  Court  below  dismissed  the  petitions,  with  all  costs 
to  be  paid  by  the  petitioners.  -  This  judgment  was  partly 
reversed  by  the  House  of  Lords^  and  the  cause  remitted, 
with  directions  that  the  partner  should  not  have  his  costs, 
and  that  the  trustee  should  pay  costs  to  the  petitioners. — 
Robertion  v.  Alexander^  p.  31 2. 

7.  Certain  estates  were  de\'ised  to  A.  for  life,  then  to  B.  for  life, 
then  to  the  sons  of  J3.  in  tail  male*  During  the  tenancy  of 
A.^  a  bill  was  filed  by  a  creditor  of  the  testator  for  a  sale 
of  part  of  the  estates.  No  inquiry  into  the  incumbrances 
affecting  the  estate  was  directed;  and  the  trustees  for  the 
tenants  in  tail  were  not  made  parties  to  the  suit.  The  lands 
were  sold,  and  a  conveyance  executed  by  the  officer  of  the 
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Court,  and  by  A.^  and  sabsequently  (though  not  iQl  after 
a  compromise  had  been  effected,)  by  B. ;  and  the  residue 
of  the  purchase-money  was  ordered  to  be  invested  for  the 
benefit  of  A.  Held,  that  the  bill  was  defective  for  want  of 
proper  parties ;  and  the  whole  tramHeiction  was  properly  set 
aside  after  the  death  of  the  two  tenants  for  life,  and  at  the 
suit  of  the  first  surviving  tenant  in  tail ;  and  that  the  ac- 
counts were  properly  directed  to  be  taken  from  the  period 
of  the  death  of  Uie  second  tenant  for  life. 

Where  a  plaintiff  in  a  Bill  is  abroad  on  foreign  service  with 
his  regiment,  the  defendant,  who  might  have  pushed  on 
the  proceedings,  cannot,  on  the  plaintiff's  return  some 
years  afterwards,  discharge  the  Bill  on  account  of  the 
delay«^-Mtt2^  v.  Totonsendj  p.  430. 

Where  a  defendant  in  a  Bill  thmks  he  can  rely  on  an  objection 

of  want  of  parties  to  the  bill,  he  must  make  that  objection  in 

the  Court  below,  and  will  not  be  allowed  to  make  it  for  the 

,  first  time  when  the  case  comes  before  this  House  on  appeal. 

— MulUns  V.  Tofooiuendj  p.  430. 

PRICE  OF  REAL  ESTATE.    See  Heih  at  Law. 
PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  A  law-agent  employed  to  prepare  an  heritable  bond  stales 
the  manner  of  holding  in  this  way ;  the  grantor  is  taken 
bound  '<  to  infeft  and  seise  the  said  Henry  Wardrob  and 
**  his  foresaids,  on  our  own  expenses,  in  the  lands  and 
**  others  above  disponed,  to  be  holdenyrom  m«,  of  and  under 
**  my  immediate  lawful  superton  thereof^  in  the  same  manner 
<<  as  I  hold  the  same  myself,  and  for  payment  of  the  same 
'*  feu-duties  as  I  pay  or  am  bound  to  pay  therefor/'  The 
agent  neglects  to  procure  confirmation  from  the  superior, 
in  consequence  of  which  his  employer,  the  grantee,  loses 
his  money.— Held  by  the  House  of  Lords,  affirming  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Session,  that  this  was  a  public  holding, 
and  invalid  for  want  of  confirmation ;  and  that  the  agent, 
having  chosen  to  depart  from  the  usual  practice  of  intro- 
ducing the  double  manner  of  holding,  and  having  neglected 
to  proeure  confirmation,  was  bound  to  make  good  the  loss. 
Secut^  if  it  had  been  a  mistake  in  a  nice  and  diffieult  point 
of  law. — Stevenson  v.  Rotoam/,  p.  104. 

2.  Where  a  person  placed  himself  under  the  advice  of  a  dealer 
in  English  and  foreign  funds,  and  the  latter  advised  purchases 
and  sales  of  stock,  and  it  afterwards  appeared  that  these 


518  I    N    D    £    Xi 

puffdiaiiea  tni  v^h^w&^metely  pominldilraQsfen  and  re* 
tmbsfen  of  tbedealer'a  owo  stoqk,  the  d^reoce  being  settled 
in  account,  it  was  held,  that  the  Court  of  Equity  rightly  inter- 
fere to  compel  an  account  between  the  parties^  and  to 
set  aside  the  tt^ansactions  that  had  taken  place,  on  the 
ground  that  the  dealer  stood  in  a  situation  of  advantage 
which  Equity  will  not  allow  to  an  agent  in  dealing  with  his 
principal.—- i^o/A^cAtlti  ▼•  Brookmany  p.  188. 

PRESUMPTION  OF  LAW.     See  Tithes. 

Where  a  decree  was  directed,  by  an  Act  of  Parliament  in  the 
reign  of  Hen.  8,  to  be  enrolled  in  Chancery,  and  parties  in- 
terested under  it  had  ever  since  treated  it  as  a  binding  decree, 
and  the  Courts  had  so  recognised  it  in  repeated  instances, 
it  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  duly  enrolled  according 
to  the  Act,  though  no  enrolment  of  it  could  be  found. — 
Maedougall  v.  Furrier^  p.  135. 

PROMISE.    See  MAE&iAoa. 

REGISTRATION. 

A  term  foff  399  yeiiira  in  certain  lands  id  Irelaad,  being  vested 
in  B.  for  life,  with  residue  in  his  daAghter^  a  settlement  is 
mode  on  the  ioi^rmarriage  of  the  daughter  and-  fV.  by  which 
t|ie  whole  term  is  conveyed  to  trustees,  on  trust  to  pay  the 
i«Qta  and  profits  to  Ji.  the  father  for  life,  then  to  W,  the 
hu&batid  fer  life,  then  to  the  daughter  for  life,  if  she  survived 
him>^  and  afterwards  to  conv^  the  term  to  the  first  son. 
This  settlement  is  not  registered*  On  the  death  of  B.  the 
ftther,  fV.  the  husband  deBoiaes  the  whdle  l^m  fer  valuable 
consideration  to  K»  and  the  indenture  is  didy  registered ; 
and  ^.  afterwards  assigns  for  like  consideration  his  lease  of 
the  term  to  J.  Held  by  the  House  of  Lords,  in  conformity 
with  the  unanimous  opinions  of  the  attending  Common  Law 
Judgles,  that  the  registered  indenture  shall  prevail  over  the 
unregistered  settlement ;  and  that  the  tide  of  the  assignee 
of  the  lease  is  to  be  preferred  to  Uiat  of  the  widow  of  fV^ 
and  of  the  trusteea  onderthe  settlement;  and  that  this  is  so 
whether  the  assignment  firom  K.  to  /•  was  registered  or  not, 
for  the  unregistered  assignment  would  pass  the  interest  as 
between  the  lessee  and  the  assignee*  and  there  wa»  no  con- 
flicting claimant  under  a  regbtered  deed ;  and  this,  con- 
struction of  the  Registry  Act,  6  Anne,  c*  8,  holds  good 
whether  the*  parly  executing  tlie  prior  secret  coat eyance 
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and  the  gulMquent  registered  deed,  be  the  same  party  or 
not. — JVarbvrton  v.  Lffodand^  p.  48P. 

RESPONSIBILITY.     Sec    Army    Agent.    Principal    and 

AOENT. 

SHERIFF. 

H.  gives  a>.  fa.  to  a  sheriflF  to  be  executed  against  the  goods  ' 
and  chattels  of  D.,  and  poiqts  out  some  cattle  on  the  lands 
of  D.  as  being  the  property  of  D.,  when  in  reality  they  were 
not ;  and  upon  this  representation,  the  sheriff  takes  them  in 
execution.  The  real  owner  sues  the  sheriff  and  recovers, 
and  the  sheriff  sues  //•  for  bb  damages  and  costs  incurred 
through  the  misrepresentation.  Judgment  in  the  Courts  of 
Exchequer  and  Exchequer  Chamber  for  the  sherifil  Af- 
firmed by  the  Lords. — Humphries  ▼•  Pratt,  p.  288. 

SPECinC  PERFORMANCE. 

A,  a  shareholder  in  a  theatk'e,  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
JB.  C.  Sf  D.  three  other  shareholders,  by  which  the  theatre 
was  to  be  leased  to  them  at  a  certain  rent.  He  subsequently 
filed  a  bill  against  them  for  specific  performance,  on  which 
they  proved  that  another  agreement,  of  which  tliey  had  be- 
fore had  no  notice,  had  been  entered  into  some  years  pre- 
viously between  A.  and  other  parties,  his  then  co-share- 
holders in  the  theatre,  and  that  the  earlier  agreement  con- 
tained conditions  incompatible  wiljh  the  performance,  of  that 
into  which  they  had  entered ;  they  also  pro¥ed  that  two 
transacUens  with  regard  to  the  letting  of  boxes  had  not  been 
truly  represented  to  them.  The  Vice-Chancellor  held,  that 
as  the  theatre  received  in  substance  the  bene^t  represented  to 
accrue  from  these  lettings,  the  misrepres^^t|on  as  to  mere 
form  was  no  bar  to  A.^b  claims  for  a  specific  performance. 
The  Lord  Chancellor  reversed  that  decision,  and  the  rever- 
sal was  held  right  by  the  House  of  Lords.— fliarm  v. 
Kembie,  p.  463. 

SURETY. 

Letter  of  guarantie  to  Plaintiff  by  Defendant  that  P.  C.  shall 
<*  faithfully  and  honestly  discharge  any  duty  assigned  to  or 
trust  reposed  in  him.''  Plaintiff,  upon  receiving  this,  employs 
P.  C.  as  his  agent.  Sufiicient  consideration  appears  on  the 
face  of  the  guarantie  to  bind  the  Defendant.  Plaintiff,  in  an 
action  against  the  Surety,  shows  that  he  employed  the  agent 
first  at  j§.  and  afterwards  at  L.,  and  that  the  agent  when  re- 
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moved  to  Z.  fras  iadebted  to  him  in  a  considerable  balance, 
and  produces  accounts  which  bear  on  the  face  of  them  that 
various  sums  remitted  by  the  agent  from  L.  were  so  remitted 
as  the  proceeds  of  sales  made  at  L.  Held,  that  the  Judge 
was  not  bound  to  direct  the  jury  as  matter  of  latr,  that  they 
must  consider  the  remittances  from  L.  to  be  made  in  dis- 
charge of  the  balance  due  at  S.  so  as  to  relieve  the  Surety 
from  his  liability,  but  that  he  was  right  in  leaving  the  quA- 
tion  to  the  jury  on  the  whole  matter  in  evidence.— J^ts^A' 
V.  ITafter,  p,  911. 

TENANTRY  ACTS.    SwMortoaoee. 

TIME  (LAPSE  OF.)    See  TmiM. 

TRUST. — See  Deed*.    Mabriace.    Practice. 

TTTHES. 

The  Stat.  37  He 
between  the  in 

'   ■       the  payment  > 

"clergy  "  had  c 

'  inch  order  and 

tnadebythe  A 

sons  therein  named,  for  a  final  endand  conclusion  of  the  said 
ififferences  for  ever."  Therefore  it  was  enactad,  that  such 
decree  as  should  be  made  by  the  said  Archbishop  and 
oQiers,  before  the  ist  day  of  March  then  next  ensuing,  of  or 
"  concerning  the  payment  of  tithes,  oblations,  or  other  duties 
within  the  said  city  or  liberties  of  the  same,  and  enrolled  in 
the  King's  HighCourt  of  Chancery  of  Record,  should  stand 
and  remain,  and  be  as  an  Act  of  Parliament,  and  should 
'  bind  as  well  all  the  said  citizens  aa  the  said  clergy,  &c.  for 
ever,  llie  decree  was  made,  but  no  enrolment  of  it  in 
Chancery  could  be  [produced,  though  the  decree  appeared, 
by  a  statement  in  the  registry-book  <:£  tlie  See  of  London,  to 
have  been  given  by  the  Archbishop  to  Bonner  the  Bishop  of 
London,  to  be  kept  in  the  registry  of  St.  Paul's  Cathedral.— 
The  Appellant  filed  his  hill  against  the  Respondent  for  an  ac- 
count of  the  tithes  due  from  the  Respondent,  under  this  Act 
and  the  decree  therein  mentioned.  The  Respondent's 
answer  denied  the  enrolment  of  the  decree,  and  its  existence 
as  a  legal  instrument.  The  Vice-Chancellor  directed  an 
issue  to  try  whether  the  decree  mentioned  in  and  authorized 
to  be  made  by  the  stat.  37  Hen.  8,  c  13,  waa  duly  enrolled 


INDEX. 


^^21 


according  to  the  provision  of  that  statute.  Held  that  sudi 
issue  was  improper ;  and  that  after  the  Courts  had  repeatedly 
treated  the  decree  as  a  binding  instrumenty  and  after  the 
citizens  had  recognised  it  by  the  usage  of  paying  tithes  ac- 
cording to  its  order,  the  enrolment  must  be  presumed. — 

Macdougatt  w,  Purrier,  ]^.  IZS' 
UNCKITAIMTT.    AstDbsd. 

VICARAGE. 

In  quare  impedit  to  determine  the  right  of  presentation  to  the 


Ticarage  of  K.  in  the  diocese  of  £.,  Plaintiff,  to  prove  the 
presentation  of  a  cleric  by  the  person  under  whom  he 
daimedy  and  the  clerk's  admission  and  ntstitution,  gave  In 
evidence  a  visitation-book  of  the  diocese  of  E.^  which  oon- 
tained  the  following  entry:  ** Henricut  Compton^  injure 
ewUi  Baculareus  ac  vtrbi  Dei  pretUeatoTf  admissui  fttit  ad  in* 
serviendvm  curm  antmarum,  in  ecclesia  parockiali  de  Kil^asee'* 
per  Edwardumy  Eiphin.  Episcopumf  sexto  Octobrie  l6e9« 
Throughout  a  long  list  of  entries  in  the  same  book«  when  the 
duty  was  ad  inserviendum  eurct  antmarum^  or  ad  peragen* 
dum  tectum  curaii,  the  word  admissui  was  used  as  in  the 
above  entry ;  when  the  admission  was  m  vicanam^  the 
words  used  were  admhtus  ei  institidus.^^The  Judges  of 
the  Irish  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  before  whom  the  action 
was  tried  at  Bar,  directed  the  Jury,  that  the  above  entry 
as  to  the  admission  of  Compton,  **  was  in  legal  construc- 
tion to  be  taken  to  mean  that  Compton  had  been  admitted 
and  instituted  to  the  vicarage  of  JT.  on  a  presentation  by 
some  other  person"  to  the  Bishop,  who  claimed  the  advow- 
son  in  right  of  his  see,  **  and  that  the  only  question  for 
the  Jury  was,  by  whom  the  presentation  was  made."  Ex- 
ception, that  the  entry  should  not  in  legal  construction  be 
taken  to  mean  that  Compton  was  admitted  and  instituted  to 
the  vicarage,  but  exception  overruled,  and  Judgment  for 
Plaintiff.  The  judgment  reversed  by  the  Exchequer 
Cliamber,  and  the  judgment  of  reversal  affirmed  by  the 
Lords,  fbr  that  the  Judges  ought  not  to  have  taken  the 
question  as  to  tlie  import  and  effect  of  the  entry  out  of  the 
hands  of  the  Jury,  and  that  having  so  taken  it  upon  them- 
selves they  put  a  wrong  construction  on  the  entry.— Coo^r 
V.  Bishop  of  Elphin,  p.  «47. 

VOL.  II.  M  M 


6iiZ  X  ir  0  B  X. 

VflhU    Set  CaAfiXJ.    BhUGrio^.    PcBaASB.    Practice. 

s«  A  testator  Bequ^atKed  all  his  personal  property,  not  before 
^spoaed'of  by  his  will,  in  trust  for  his  five  sons  **taii  their 
respective  issue  (if  any),  such  issue  to  take  per  ^/tTT^es' and  not 
per  capita^  to  be  divided  amongst  them  in  equal  shares  and 
proportions ;  the  shares  of  4uch  of  them  as  shall  have  at- 
tained the  age  of  3i  to  be  paid  them  respectively  fprthwitli 
after  ray  decease,  and  the  shares  of  such  of  them  as  shall  be 
under  the  age  of  si  years,  to  be  paid  to  them  when  and  as 
they  shall  r^sp^tively  attain  ^u^h  ftge«'*  Held  that  this  be- 
quest was  an  absolute  gift  U^  each  of  the  sons  of  the  fifth 
part  of  the  property  ^us  bequeathed)  and  that  if  any  of  the 
pons  had  died  before  the  testator  the  itiue  of  such  son  would 
take  his  share  by  pub^titution**— P«ar«oii  v  StepkeM^  pi  328. 

9.  A  tenant  in  tail  under  a  wUi  permitted  to  set  aside  a  convey- 
ance made  by  twQ  supq^ssive  tei^antf  for  life  to  a  purchaser* 
^il  the  ground  that  the  trfMSsaatioa  bad  been  coUusively 
managed  b^tw^ep  the  tenapt^  fttr  life  and  the  purchaser,  to 
the  injury  of  the  int^^t  9l  the  tonattt  in  uH^^^MuOins  v. 
Towns^^f  p,  4^0.  . 
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